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(cont.)

Given the uncertainty of a mobile source air toxic health risk assessment, the 
Federal Highway Administration instead addresses the potential impacts of mobile 
source air toxics through an emissions assessment in its National Environmental 
Policy Act documents. For smaller projects with a lower likelihood of a meaningful 
impact, this discussion is qualitative. For larger projects, emissions analysis is 
conducted. The Federal Highway Administration approach is consistent with 
the Council on Environmental Quality’s direction in Section 1502.2(b) to discuss 
impacts in proportion to their significance. The results of an emissions analysis 
can be summarized concisely in a National Environmental Policy Act document 
and provide useful information for decision makers (e.g., an alternative that has 
lower emissions is likely to be “better” from a mobile source air toxics health risk 
standpoint than one that has higher emissions).
While the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the Federal Highway 
Administration both agree on the usefulness of addressing mobile source air toxics 
in National Environmental Policy Act documents for highway projects, the agencies 
disagree about the value of health risk assessment as a method for doing so. 

(Response 13 continues on next page)
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(cont.)

Another consideration with respect to health impacts is that the Preferred 
Alternative would also reduce in-vehicle mobile source air toxics exposure as 
opposed to the No Action Alternative. The U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency has found that in-vehicle benzene concentrations were between 2.5 and 
40 times higher than nearby ambient concentrations, based on a review of studies 
discussed in the Regulatory Impact Analysis for the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency’s 2007 mobile source air toxics rule-making (Final Regulatory Impact 
Analysis, Environmental Protection Agency 420-R-07-002, 3-17 [February 2007]). 
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would result in a reduction in benzene 
exposure to drivers and passengers for two reasons: decreased travel times 
(motorists would spend less time in traffic to reach their destinations) and 
lower emissions rates (attributable to speed improvements). Reducing on-road 
exposure would provide a health benefit for motorists using the roadway network. 
Congestion relief resulting from the proposed freeway would provide localized 
air quality emissions reductions on area freeways and arterial streets and at 
interchanges, benefiting users of area highways and those living near congested 
roads.
The Federal Highway Administration determined that a supplemental 
environmental impact statement is not required at this time because there were 
no changes to the proposed action that will result in significant environmental 
impacts not evaluated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement nor is there 
new information relevant to environmental concerns and bearings on the proposed 
action or its impacts that will result in significant environmental impacts not 
evaluated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
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14 Noise, Air Quality With regard to noise impacts, schools were included in the categories of activities 
considered in the noise pollution analysis for the project in keeping with 23 Code 
of Federal Regulations Part 772 (see page 4-80 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement). As stated in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements, 
sensitive receivers, including schools, would be affected by implementation of 
the project. These impacts, however, will be mitigated as discussed beginning on 
page 4-91 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The noise analysis was 
updated for the Final Environmental Impact Statement (beginning on page 4-88). 
It is important to note that no substantial differences between the analyses in the 
Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements resulted from the update.
With regard to the use of chemicals in the context of the project, such use would 
not likely result in the exposure of children to hazardous materials as children 
are not expected to be employed in project construction. As detailed in the 
section of Chapter 4 related to Temporary Construction Impacts, windbreaks, when 
applicable, will be used to prevent accidental dust pollution. It is anticipated that 
these precautions will mitigate any potential exposure to dust suppressants (see 
page 4-173 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). See Federal Highway 
Administration’s position on the preparation of a health risk assessment as 
presented in the last response.

15 Health Effects A common theme in public comments on the proposed project has been the 
potential impacts of the project on children’s health, primarily through vehicle 
emissions and noise. Many commenters raised concerns about the proximity of 
the project to schools or other aspects of the project that may affect children. 
In addition, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requested that the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement address Executive Order 13045, Protection of 
Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks. 
Throughout the Final Environmental Impact Statement, potential impacts on and 
subsequent mitigation for human health are disclosed and identified, as inherent 
in the environmental impact statement process. The Final Environmental Impact 
Statement incorporates an assessment of the potential impacts of the proposed 
project on all populations, including children. The Final Environmental Impact 
Statement addresses potential impacts of the project on children in the Chapter 4 
environmental consequences analyses.
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Toxicity and Exposure Assessments 
for Children’s Health report (see page 4-73 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement) indicated that indoor air concentrations of benzene are usually 
higher than outdoor levels and that indoor air in smokers’ homes is a significant 
contributor to children’s exposures. It mentioned children when identifying 
the effects of acute exposure to naphthalene. The Final Environmental Impact 
Statement acknowledges and fully discloses public scoping comments that raised 
the topic of health effects on neighborhoods and adjacent schools (see page 4-31 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).

15

14



 Comment Response Appendix • B331

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

(Response 15 continues on next page)

15

15 
(cont.)

The Final Environmental Impact Statement evaluates Clean Air Act criteria air 
pollutant concentrations in Maricopa County and the Phoenix area (see pages 4-75 
to 4-77 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). With regard to air quality 
impacts, the Final Environmental Impact Statement addresses children’s health 
impacts within the broader discussion regarding health impacts under the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards. Clean Air Act Section 109(b)(1) requires 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to promulgate primary National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards at levels that allow an adequate margin of safety 
and are requisite to protect the public health. As noted by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency in its 2013 rulemaking for particulate matter, Clean Air Act 
Section 109’s legislative history demonstrates that the primary standards are 
“to be set at the maximum permissible ambient air level… which will protect the 
health of any [sensitive] group of the population” (78 Federal Register 3086 and 
3090) (quoting S. Rep. No. 91-1196, 91st Cong., 2 Sess. 10 [1970]) (alterations 
in original). Accordingly, the Final Environmental Impact Statement National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards-based evaluation of criteria air pollutants includes 
a health-based review of sensitive populations, including children, given the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards inherent consideration of those factors. 
Furthermore, the National Ambient Air Quality Standards-based assessment 
ensures adequate consideration of health-based issues as “[t]he requirement that 
primary standards provide an adequate margin of safety was intended to address 
uncertainties associated with inconclusive scientific and technical information … 
and to protect against hazards that research has not yet identified” (78 Federal 
Register 3090).
Sensitive receivers for air and noise are already included in the air quality and noise 
analyses in accordance with State and federal guidance. Both sections, Air Quality 
and Noise, beginning on Final Environmental Impact Statement pages 4-68 and 
4-88, respectively, have addressed requirements under the National Environmental 
Policy Act. As stated on page 4-89 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
over 220 sensitive receivers were evaluated at exterior locations from a traffic noise 
perspective. All of the receivers represent noise-sensitive land uses in proximity to 
the proposed project, including homes, schools, and parks, and these receivers 
would have higher noise levels than similar facilities more distant from the 
proposed action.
Each modeled school was reexamined to determine whether noise impacts 
would result from the proposed freeway and whether appropriate mitigation of 
these impacts was provided. Of the nine schools modeled in the analysis for the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement, all were predicted to exceed the Federal 
Highway Administration noise abatement criteria (see Table 4-40, beginning on 
page 4-93). Mitigation, in the form of noise walls, was proposed for all schools. 
After applying this mitigation, all schools except one were mitigated according 
to the Arizona Department of Transportation noise policy. According to Arizona 
Department of Transportation policy, noise mitigation should achieve a reduction 
of 5 to 7 A-weighted decibels and result in a noise level of less than 64 A-weighted 
decibels for residential and similar areas. These criteria were not reached for one 
school (receiver 67, Santa Maria Elementary School) because the policy limits wall 
heights to 20 feet. A wall taller than 20 feet would be required to bring levels at 
this receiver down to 64 A-weighted decibels. However, a 5-A-weighted decibels 
reduction would be provided by the 20-foot wall proposed in this area. It is 
important to note that this receiver would be affected only by the W71 Alternative, 
which is not the Preferred Alternative. 



B332 • Comment Response Appendix

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

15

15 
(cont.)

The Arizona Department of Transportation noise policy also states that 
noise abatement shall be considered if “substantial increases” (defined as a 
15 A-weighted decibels or greater increase) are predicted. Of the nine schools 
modeled, substantial increases were predicted at six schools. As discussed above, 
however, noise walls would reduce noise levels at all schools according to the 
Arizona Department of Transportation noise policy, with the exception of Santa 
Maria Elementary School, which would be affected only by the W71 Alternative, 
which is not the Preferred Alternative. According to the Federal Highway 
Administration’s 1995 Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Policy and 
Guidance, in most cases, if the exterior area can be protected, the interior will also 
be protected.
Receptor placement met the criteria for selecting modeling locations as specified 
in 40 Code of Federal Regulations § 93.123(a). The carbon monoxide analysis was 
updated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Although a qualitative 
analysis of particulate matter (PM10) was presented in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, a quantitative project-level particulate matter (PM10) hot-spot 
analysis is included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The results of 
the air quality updates are summarized in the prologue to the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (page xiii) and are more fully described beginning on page 4-68 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The carbon monoxide and 
particulate matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the proposed freeway would 
not contribute to any new localized violations, increase the frequency or severity 
of any existing violation, or delay timely attainment of the National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards or any required interim emissions reductions or other 
milestones. Through analysis, the Federal Highway Administration has determined 
that the proposed project would not produce disproportionate impacts on 
children.
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19 Purpose and Need The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
used appropriate data, inputs, and model results in assessing whether a purpose 
and need exist for the proposed action. Data, inputs, and model results were used 
throughout the environmental impact statement process. The Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement—particularly in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, and Chapter 3, 
Alternatives—explains how the process of establishing a purpose and need for the 
proposed action followed nationally accepted guidance and policy. Examples of 
how the purpose and need analyses were applied include:
• the section, Context of the Purpose and Need in the EIS Process, on page 1-1
• the sidebar, “A proposed action’s purpose and need documentation should:”, on page 1-1
• the sidebar, “How are MAG data used in the DEIS?”, on page 1-4
• the sidebar, “What is the MAG regional demand model?”, on page 1-5
• the sidebar, “How will the economic downturn affect growth rates?”, on page 1-11
• the section, Need Based on Regional Transportation demand and Existing and Projected 

Transportation System Capacity Deficiencies, beginning on page 1-13
• the section, Conclusions, on page 1-21
• the section, Reconfirm the Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action, on page 3-1
• the section, Responsiveness of the Proposed Freeway to Purpose and Need Criteria, 

beginning on page 3-27
The models, methods, and assumptions used throughout the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement account for reasonably foreseeable future conditions and 
dismiss speculative considerations. As an example, the Maricopa Association of 
Governments, as the federally designated regional transportation planning agency, 
is nationally recognized as a leader in air quality modeling and traffic modeling and 
forecasting. The models used account for the assumptions made in the comment.
The Maricopa Association of Governments model and its application are “state of 
the practice” exceeding National Environmental Policy Act thresholds relative to 
sound science.
The National Environmental Policy Act recognizes that:
• data and projections can change throughout the process
• it is important for the process to account for those changes as they become 

available
• if a reasonable person could conclude that the updated information would lead 

to substantially different results, the decision-making attributes of the National 
Environmental Policy Act could be affected 

20 Purpose and Need The analyses in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement used socioeconomic 
and traffic projections at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis zone levels. 
At the time of publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Census 
2010-based socioeconomic data at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis 
zone levels had not been adopted by the Maricopa Association of Governments 
and were not available to the project team. Therefore, the data used in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement were the most appropriate information available.

20

(Response 20 continues on next page)
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The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new population, 
employment, housing, and traffic projections in June 2013. The new data are 
presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-11. 
The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated 
using these new socioeconomic projections and corresponding projections related 
to regional traffic. While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a 
lower anticipated population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous 
projections, the conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
were validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 3, 
Alternatives). The traffic analysis demonstrated that the proposed project is needed 
today and will continue to be needed into the future. 
The Maricopa Association of Governments’ control total for Maricopa County is 
consistent with the “ADOA—Medium Series” reported in Table 3 of the comment.
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21 Purpose and Need The study used state-of-the-practice, scientific community methods and similarly 
accepted methods, including the use of a standard input-output economic model 
and of assumptions based on traffic data and projections. The analysis is not 
required to project ranges, and the results are reasonably foreseeable based on 
what data are provided from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency-approved 
Maricopa Association of Governments model as well as local plans. Further, 
methods, assumptions, and data were developed early in the environmental impact 
statement process and peer-reviewed by the Federal Highway Administration, 
the Arizona Department of Transportation, and other federal, state, and local 
agencies. Peer reviewers concluded that the methods, assumptions, and data are 
appropriate. Potential factors that could influence changes in the analysis and 
study findings are listed on page 4-1 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
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22 Alternatives The Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not consider toll roads as an 
alternative warranting detailed study in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
and as such, a comparison of performance between toll roads and the proposed 
action is inappropriate. The study used state-of-the-practice, scientific community 
methods and similarly accepted methods, including the use of a standard input-
output economic model and of assumptions based on traffic data and projections. 
The analysis is not required to project ranges, and the results are reasonably 
foreseeable based on what data are provided from the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency-approved Maricopa Association of Governments model as well 
as local plans. Further, methods, assumptions, and data were developed early in 
the environmental impact statement process and peer-reviewed by the Federal 
Highway Administration, the Arizona Department of Transportation, and other 
federal, state, and local agencies. Peer reviewers concluded that the methods, 
assumptions, and data are appropriate. Potential factors that could influence 
changes in the analysis and study findings are listed on page 4-1 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

21
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23 Purpose and Need The analyses in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement used socioeconomic 
and traffic projections at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis zone levels. 
At the time of publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Census 
2010-based socioeconomic data at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis 
zone levels had not been adopted by the Maricopa Association of Governments 
and were not available to the project team. Therefore, the data used in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement were the most appropriate information available.
The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new population, 
employment, housing, and traffic projections in June 2013. The new data are 
presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-11. 
The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated 
using these new socioeconomic projections and corresponding projections related 
to regional traffic. While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a 
lower anticipated population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous 
projections, the conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
were validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 3, 
Alternatives). The traffic analysis demonstrated that the proposed project is needed 
today and will continue to be needed into the future. 

23
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31 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
followed all requirements of Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation 
Act that are found in 49 United States Code § 303. The methodology employed 
follows 23 Code of Federal Regulations § 774 and standard industry practice. 
Under the National Environmental Policy Act, it is common for new data to avail 
itself and to therefore update the environmental impact statement as new data 
does become available. 
Reviewers have noted that newer trails in the South Mountains (Bursera and 
Pyramid Trails) were not discussed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
This information has been considered, investigated, and the effects of the 
proposed freeway on these facilities has been addressed (see Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, page 5-9). This new information has not changed the findings 
of the Section 4(f) analysis in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
A thorough feasible and prudent avoidance analysis of the South Mountains was 
conducted as presented in Chapter 5 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
and concluded avoidance to the direct use of the resource was not feasible and 
prudent. In support of this response, consider the following review from the 
U.S. Department of the Interior on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
comment: “Following our review of the Section 4(f) Evaluation, we concur that 
there is no feasible or prudent alternative to the Preferred Alternative selected in 
the document, and that all measures have been taken to minimize harm to these 
resources.” The complete letter can be found in Appendix 7, Volume III, on page B4 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The Section 4(f) analysis for the 
proposed action was properly performed.

32 Purpose and Need The establishment of the purpose and need for the proposed action must follow 
40 Code of Federal Regulations 1502.13. The comment reflects a concern about 
need related to west valley travel. Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, describes a regional 
transportation problem warranting a transportation solution. The alternatives 
considered and evaluated in Chapter 3, Alternatives, consider a comprehensive 
set of alternatives and take into account the need as presented in Chapter 1. 
During the modal screening process (see text beginning on page 3-3 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement), expansion of the arterial street system was 
considered. The reasons this alternative was eliminated are presented in Table 3-2 
on page 3-5 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
According to 23 Code of Federal Regulations § 771.111(f), “the action evaluated 
in the environmental impact statement must connect logical termini and be of 
sufficient length to address environmental matters on a broad scope …” The 
proposed action should satisfy the project need and should be considered in 
the context of the local area’s socioeconomics and topography, the future travel 
demand, and other infrastructure improvements in the area. A partial freeway 
from Interstate 10 (Papago Freeway) to Laveen Village is not feasible because it 
would not meet the proposed freeway’s identified purpose and need.

31

32
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35

36

33 Design Federal Highway Administration Order 6640.1A FHWA Policy on Permissible Project 
Related Activities During the National Environmental Protection Agency Process clarifies 
the Federal Highway Administration’s policy regarding the permissible project-
related activities that may be advanced prior to the conclusion of the National 
Environmental Policy Act process. Preliminary design may occur to define the 
general project location and design concepts. It includes, but is not limited to, 
preliminary engineering and other activities and analyses, such as environmental 
assessments, topographic surveys, metes and bounds surveys, geotechnical 
investigations, hydrologic analysis, hydraulic analysis, utility engineering, traffic 
studies, financial plans, revenue estimates, hazardous materials assessments, 
general estimates of the types and quantities of materials, and other work needed 
to establish parameters for the final design. Prior to completion of the National 
Environmental Policy Act review process, any such preliminary engineering and 
other activities and analyses must not materially affect the objective consideration 
of alternatives in the National Environmental Policy Act review process.
The current level of engineering is used to determine the limits of environmental 
and construction impacts that would be attributable to the proposed freeway. 
Location and the profile of the freeway would be evaluated to minimize potential 
changes to the freeway as the design level would progress. The current level of 
engineering is an accepted industry standard for determining impacts. (See Final 
Environmental Impact Statement sidebar on page 3-40 for more discussion.)

34 Traffic An assessment of existing traffic operational characteristics and future traffic 
operational characteristics without the proposed freeway is presented in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, beginning on page 1-13. This includes current 
and future traffic volumes and durations of level of service E or F conditions 
(congestion) along Interstate 10 between State Route 101L and Interstate 17. 
An assessment of future traffic conditions with and without the proposed freeway 
is presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, beginning on page 3-27. 
Observations from Figures 3-15 and 3-16 indicate that conditions would be similar 
or slightly better with the proposed freeway in place. 
The traffic conditions presented in these sections are consistent with the 
environmental impact analysis for elements such as air quality and noise, and the 
results of those analyses can be found in their respective sections of Chapter 4 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The air and noise analyses were 
updated for the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see sections beginning 
on pages 4-68 and 4-88, respectively). It is important to note that no substantial 
differences between the analyses for the Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements resulted from the update.

35 Cultural Resources National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 consultation is summarized in 
Table 4-46 beginning on page 4-136 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
There have been a number of concurrences since 2008. 

36 The comment is not specific enough in its reference to “agreements” to allow an 
accurate response.
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37 Air Quality Arizona highways, as are most highways across the United States, are open to 
all kinds of traffic, so long as the cargo being carried is in accordance with U.S. 
Department of Transportation regulations for the specific type of cargo. The 
South Mountain Freeway, if implemented, is expected to operate under the same 
rules as other similar facilities in the state; truck traffic would be expected to 
be permissible (see text box on page 4-157 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement).
Trucks crossing from Mexico to Arizona are restricted to the commercial zones 
within 25 miles of the border. The Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 
is administering a United States-Mexico cross-border, long-haul trucking pilot 
program. The program tests and demonstrates the ability of Mexico-based motor 
carriers to operate safely in the United States beyond the municipalities and 
commercial zones along the United States-Mexico border (see <fmcsa.dot.gov/intl-
programs/trucking/trucking-program.aspx>). 
Petróleos Mexicanos (better known as Pemex), the Mexican state-owned 
petroleum company, has guaranteed 15 parts per million in its sulfur diesel fuel in 
the border region (see <http://transportpolicy.net/index.php?title=Mexico:_Fuels:_
Diesel_and_Gasoline>).
As explained on page 4-77 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the 
emissions analysis conducted for the project shows that future mobile source air 
toxics emissions will be lower than current levels. This analysis included projected 
truck traffic.

37
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38 Trucks It is agreed that the truck bypass for the Phoenix metropolitan area would 
not include the proposed freeway. As with all other freeways in the Maricopa 
Association of Governments region, trucks would use the proposed freeway for the 
through-transport of freight, for transport to and from distribution centers, and 
for transport to support local commerce (see page 3-64 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement). The trucking industry depends on the efficient and fast 
movement of freight and on travel-time savings. Therefore, it is expected that 
“true” through-truck traffic (not having to stop in the metropolitan area) would 
continue to use the faster, designated, and posted bypass system of Interstate 8 
and State Route 85. The comment offers no source or evidence.
In April 2001, the Maricopa Association of Governments Regional Council formally 
adopted the route depicted in the map on page 3-64 as the CANAMEX Corridor 
within Maricopa County. As noted on page 3-64 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, in the Maricopa County area the CANAMEX Corridor is to follow 
Interstate 10 from Tucson to Interstate 8 near Casa Grande, Interstate 8 west to 
State Route 85 near Gila Bend, State Route 85 north to Interstate 10 northwest 
of Buckeye, Interstate 10 west to Wickenburg Road, Wickenburg Road to Vulture 
Mine Road west of Wickenburg, and then connect with the planned U.S. Route 
93/U.S. Route 60 Wickenburg Bypass.

39 Air Quality In May 2012, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality submitted a 
revised Maricopa Association of Governments 2012 Five Percent Plan for the 
region. On July 20, 2012, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency made an 
official finding that the Maricopa Association of Governments 2012 Five Percent 
Plan was administratively complete. This decision ended the sanctions clocks 
associated with Arizona’s decision to withdraw the Maricopa Association 
of Governments 2007 Five Percent Plan. On February 6, 2014, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency published a notice in the Federal Register 
proposing to approve the Maricopa Association of Governments 2012 Five Percent 
Plan for Attainment of the PM-10 Standard for the Maricopa County Nonattainment 
Area. In the same notice, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency stated that 
it would concur with exceptional event (as a result of haboobs and dust storms) 
documentation prepared by the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, 
which would give the region the 3 years of clean data needed for attainment of 
the particulate matter (PM10) 24-hour standard. Finally on May 30, 2014, the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency approved the 2012 Five Percent Plan and 
found the area in attainment of the 24-hour particulate matter (PM10) standard 
based on monitoring data for the years 2010 to 2012 (see page 4-72 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for more information).

38
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40 Trucks The use of the proposed action by truck traffic is disclosed in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (see page 3-64). Creating a truck bypass is not a 
goal of the proposed action and not established as part of the purpose and need 
as disclosed in full in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. The proposed freeway is part of a transportation system 
developed to improve mobility in the region by increasing capacity and allowing 
traffic—including truck traffic—to access a segment of the “loop” system (see 
pages 1-21, 1-22, 3-1, and 3-3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement) 
in the Phoenix metropolitan area. The proposed South Mountain Freeway 
would be a commuter corridor, helping to move local traffic. As with all other 
freeways in the region, trucks would use it for the through-transport of freight, 
for transport to and from distribution centers, and for transport to support 
local commerce. Nevertheless, the primary vehicle using the proposed freeway 
would be automobiles. The Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel 
demand model projects that trucks will represent approximately 10 percent of 
the total traffic on the proposed action, similar to what is currently experienced 
on other regional freeways such as Interstate 10, State Route 101L, and U.S. 
Route 60. Further, it is not expected that the entire 21 percent of through-truck 
traffic (by tonnage) using Interstate 10 would divert from Interstate 10 to use the 
proposed freeway (see Final Environmental Impact Statement page 3-64). Trucking 
destinations in the Phoenix metropolitan area would still prompt trucks to enter 
congested areas. Drivers choosing to travel on the proposed freeway versus 
Interstate 10 would not receive substantial travel-time benefits. Therefore, it is 
expected that “true” through-truck traffic (not having to stop in the metropolitan 
area) would continue to use the faster, designated, and posted bypass system of 
Interstate 8 and State Route 85.
Trucks crossing from Mexico to Arizona are restricted to the commercial zones 
within 25 miles of the border. The Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 
is administering a United States-Mexico cross-border, long-haul trucking pilot 
program. The program tests and demonstrates the ability of Mexico-based motor 
carriers to operate safely in the United States beyond the municipalities and 
commercial zones along the United States-Mexico border (see <fmcsa.dot.gov/intl-
programs/trucking/trucking-program.aspx>).
Petróleos Mexicanos (better known as Pemex), the Mexican state-owned 
petroleum company, has guaranteed 15 parts per million in its sulfur diesel fuel in 
the border region (see <http://transportpolicy.net/index.php?title=Mexico:_Fuels:_
Diesel_and_Gasoline>).
As explained on page 4-77 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the 
emissions analysis conducted for the project shows that future mobile source air 
toxics emissions will be lower than current levels. This analysis included projected 
truck traffic.
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42 Air Quality The Joint Air Toxics Assessment Project compares monitored values to the 
Environmental Protection Agency’s one-in-a-million risk threshold, but this 
numerical benchmark is not a “standard” in the sense that it represents a pass/fail 
threshold (like the National Ambient Air Quality Standards). 
This issue is discussed in Appendix F of the Air Quality Technical Report, where 
examples are provided where the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency itself has 
promulgated emissions control regulations that result in residual risk of more 
than one in a million (i.e., the Environmental Protection Agency considered it 
“acceptable” to adopt regulations that did not reduce risk to a level below one in a 
million).
Summary information about the findings of the Joint Air Toxics Assessment Project 
study is provided as background information in the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements, but the study itself is not relevant to the type of analysis 
done pursuant to the Federal Highway Administration’s mobile source air toxics 
guidance, which is an emissions analysis. Monitored ambient concentrations of 
mobile source air toxics (the focus of the Joint Air Toxics Assessment Project) do 
not inform this type of analysis. While monitoring data can be useful for defining 
current conditions in the affected environment (to the extent that the monitoring 
data are current), they don’t tell us anything about future conditions, or the 
impacts of the project itself, which is why an emissions analysis was performed. 
The mobile source air toxic analysis presented beginning on page 4-77 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement is an estimated inventory of mobile source air 
toxic emissions for the entire Study Area for 2025 and 2035. This approach was 
used because the inventory estimate accounts for changes in traffic and emissions 
on all roadways affected by a proposed project, and would, therefore, be a more 
reliable predictor of changes in exposure to mobile source air toxics.
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43 Air Quality The emission modeling developed for the proposed action showed that for 
the mobile source air toxics study area, constructing the freeway would have a 
marginal effect on total mobile source air toxics emissions in 2025 and 2035 
(less than a 1 percent difference in total annual emissions between the Preferred 
Alternative and No-Action Alternative) (see discussion beginning on page 4-72 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement). With the Preferred Alternative in 
2035, modeled mobile source air toxics emissions would decrease by 57 percent to 
more than 90 percent, depending on the pollutant, despite a 47 percent increase in 
vehicle miles traveled in the Study Area compared with 2012 conditions.
The Preferred Alternative would also reduce in-vehicle mobile source air toxics 
exposure as opposed to the No-Action Alternative. The U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency has found that in-vehicle benzene concentrations were between 
2.5 and 40 times higher than nearby ambient concentrations, based on a review 
of studies discussed in the Regulatory Impact Analysis for the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency’s 2007 mobile source air toxics rule-making (Final Regulatory 
Impact Analysis, Environmental Protection Agency 420-R-07-002, 3-17 
[February 2007]).
Construction of the South Mountain Freeway would result in a reduction in 
benzene exposure to drivers and passengers for two reasons: decreased travel 
times (motorists would spend less time in traffic to reach their destinations) and 
lower emissions rates (attributable to speed improvements). Reducing on-road 
exposure would provide a health benefit for motorists using the freeway under 
consideration. Congestion relief resulting from the proposed freeway would 
provide localized air quality emissions reductions on area freeways and arterial 
streets and at interchanges, benefiting users of area highways and those living near 
congested roads.
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44 Air Quality The Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements present information and 
analysis about the proposed action and the enhanced conditions when compared 
against the No-Action Alternative and would not cause substantial adverse 
effects. The results of the analysis are summarized in the prologue to the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (page xiii) and are more fully described beginning 
on page 4-68 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The carbon monoxide 
and particulate matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the proposed freeway 
would not contribute to any new localized violations, increase the frequency 
or severity of any existing violation, or delay timely attainment of the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards or any required interim emissions reductions or 
other milestones.
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement provided the results of modeling 
for each of the seven priority mobile source air toxics, in both the Eastern and 
Western Subareas, and compared relative mobile source air toxics emissions that 
would result from three different potential alternatives (W59, W71, W101) as 
compared with the No-Action Alternative. It also included modeling of mobile 
source air toxics emissions in the overall mobile source air toxics study area 
assuming the W59 Alternative (see pages 4-70 to 4-74 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement) along with implementation of recent U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency mobile source air toxics rules. 
During the period when the project has been under review, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency has issued two rules on controlling mobile source air toxics 
emissions from motor vehicles (66 Federal Register 17229 [March 29, 2001] 
and 72 Federal Register 8427 [February 26, 2007]). In those rules, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency examined the impacts of existing and newly 
promulgated mobile source control programs, including its reformulated 
gasoline program, its national low emission vehicle standards, its Tier 2 motor 
vehicle emissions standards and gasoline sulfur control requirements, and heavy 
duty engine and vehicle standards and on-highway diesel fuel sulfur control 
requirements. As a result, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency adopted 
controls on gasoline and passenger vehicles that significantly reduce emissions of 
benzene and other mobile source air toxics such as 1,3-butadiene; formaldehyde; 
acetaldehyde; acrolein; and naphthalene; as well as significant reductions in 
emissions of particulate matter from passenger vehicles. On March 3, 2014, the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency also promulgated new “Tier 3” vehicle and 
fuel regulations, which will produce additional reductions of mobile source air 
toxics pollutants. Since these reductions have not yet been incorporated into the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s emissions model, they are not accounted 
for in the South Mountain Freeway analysis.
The emission modeling developed for the proposed action showed that for 
the mobile source air toxics study area, there would be little difference in total 
annual emissions of mobile source air toxics emissions between the Preferred and 
No-Action Alternatives (less than a 1 percent difference) in 2025 and 2035. With 
the Preferred Alternative in 2035, modeled mobile source air toxics emissions 
would decrease by 57 percent to more than 90 percent, depending on the 
pollutant, despite a 47 percent increase in vehicle miles traveled in the Study Area 
compared with 2012 conditions (see discussion beginning on page 4-77 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement). 

43

44

45

(Response 44 continues on next page)



B400 • Comment Response Appendix

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

44 
(cont.)

For mobile source air toxics, the project would have a negligible effect on emissions 
in the mobile source air toxics study area. The Preferred Alternative would also 
reduce in-vehicle mobile source air toxics exposure as opposed to the No-Action 
Alternative. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has found that in-vehicle 
benzene concentrations were between 2.5 and 40 times higher than nearby 
ambient concentrations, based on a review of studies discussed in the Regulatory 
Impact Analysis for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s 2007 mobile 
source air toxics rule-making (Final Regulatory Impact Analysis, Environmental 
Protection Agency 420-R-07-002, 3-17 [February 2007]). Construction of the 
South Mountain Freeway would result in a reduction in benzene exposure to 
drivers and passengers for two reasons: decreased travel times (motorists would 
spend less time in traffic to reach their destinations) and lower emissions rates 
(attributable to speed improvements). Reducing on-road exposure would provide 
a health benefit for motorists using the freeway under consideration. Congestion 
relief resulting from the proposed freeway would provide localized air quality 
emissions reductions on area freeways and arterial streets and at interchanges, 
benefiting users of area highways and those living near congested roads.

45 Health Risk 
Assessment

The Role of Health Risk Assessment in a National Environmental Policy Act 
Context
The Federal Highway Administration’s National Environmental Policy Act 
documents are developed under two guiding regulations: the Council on 
Environmental Quality’s National Environmental Policy Act regulations applicable 
to all federal agencies (40 Code of Federal Regulations Parts 1500–1508) and the 
Federal Highway Administration’s implementing regulations governing Federal 
Highway Administration National Environmental Policy Act documents (23 Code 
of Federal Regulations Part 771). In its mobile source air toxics guidance, the 
Federal Highway Administration discusses 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 
1502.22 and acknowledges that while much work has been done to assess the 
overall health risk of mobile source air toxics, analytical tools and techniques 
for assessing project-specific health outcomes as a result of lifetime exposures 
to mobile source air toxics remain limited. These limitations impede the ability 
to evaluate the potential health risks attributable to exposure to mobile source 
air toxics as part of the decision-making process in the National Environmental 
Policy Act context. However, as with any analysis that the Federal Highway 
Administration conducts for National Environmental Policy Act purposes, the 
Federal Highway Administration’s approach for mobile source air toxic analysis in 
National Environmental Policy Act documents is informed not just by 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations Part 1502.22, but by all applicable Council on Environmental 
Quality requirements.
The appropriateness of air toxics health risk assessment as an analysis method for 
National Environmental Policy Act documents is discussed below, in the context 
of Council on Environmental Quality requirements for these documents. In 
addition to the 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 1502.22 provisions regarding 
uncertainty and limitations discussed in the Federal Highway Administration’s 
MSAT Interim Guidance Appendix C, three other provisions of the Council on 
Environmental Quality regulations are particularly relevant to the topic of health 
risk assessment:
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40 Code of Federal Regulations § 1500.1(b): NEPA procedures must insure that 
environmental information is available to public officials and citizens before decisions are 
made and before actions are taken. The information must be of high quality. Accurate 
scientific analysis, expert agency comments, and public scrutiny are essential to implementing 
NEPA. Most important, NEPA documents must concentrate on the issues that are truly 
significant to the action in question, rather than amassing needless detail.

40 Code of Federal Regulations § 1502.1: An environmental impact statement is more than 
a disclosure document. It shall be used by Federal officials in conjunction with other relevant 
material to plan actions and make decisions.

40 Code of Federal Regulations § 1502.2: (a) Environmental impact statements shall 
be analytic rather than encyclopedic. (b) Impacts shall be discussed in proportion to their 
significance.(c) Environmental impact statements shall be kept concise and shall be no longer 
than absolutely necessary to comply with NEPA and with these regulations.

Section 1500.1(b) states that information for decision making must be of high 
quality and based on accurate scientific analysis. Air toxics health risk assessments 
can involve large uncertainties. The mobile source air toxic health risk assessment 
uncertainty builds on itself—each step of the analysis involves uncertainties, 
including modeling traffic and then modeling emissions, and using this estimated 
output to model dispersion/concentrations, which provide information for 
estimating or assuming exposures to those concentrations, and finally predicting 
health outcomes. Major uncertainties are associated with traffic and emissions 
projections over a 70-year period, and dispersion models are typically held to a 
“factor of 2” performance standard. Health impacts of mobile source air toxics 
in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Integrated Risk Information System 
are based on a 70-year lifetime exposure, which introduces significant uncertainty 
(e.g., on average, people in the United States change residence approximately 
once every 8 years and change jobs once every 3). Finally, as noted above, the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Integrated Risk Information System 
provides toxicity (risk) values for various pollutants and routes of exposure; in 
a health risk assessment, the Federal Highway Administration would compare 
calculated concentrations of mobile source air toxic pollutants to the Integrated 
Risk Information System values to estimate health risk. In the Integrated Risk 
Information System, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency states the toxicity 
values are believed to be accurate to within an order of magnitude (a factor 
of 10). The total cumulative uncertainty involved in highway project health risk 
assessment is much larger than the change in emissions attributable to projects 
(typically a few percentage points). In this context, the information would not 
necessarily have a strong nexus to the requirements for high-quality information 
and accurate scientific analysis.
Section 1500.1(b) also directs agencies to focus their National Environmental 
Policy Act analysis and documentation on issues that are truly significant to the 
action in question. In the context of mobile source air toxics, the Federal Highway 
Administration must consider whether changes in mobile source air toxic emissions 
attributable to a project have the potential for significant health risk. Using cancer 
risk as an example, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency estimates that the 
overall risk of cancer in the United States is approximately 330,000 in a million, 
and that air toxics (from all sources) are responsible for a risk of approximately 
50 in a million. In its most recent mobile source air toxics rule-making, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency estimated mobile source air toxic cancer risk,
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after implementation of emissions controls, at approximately 5 in a million (or 
0.0015 percent of overall cancer risk from any cause). For the Preferred Alternative, 
the mobile source air toxic emissions analysis for the Study Area found little 
difference in total annual emissions of mobile source air toxic emissions between 
the Preferred and No Action Alternatives (less than a 1 percent difference) in 2025 
and 2035. With the Preferred Alternative in 2035, modeled mobile source air toxic 
emissions would decrease by more than 80 percent, depending on the pollutant, 
despite a 47 percent increase in vehicle miles traveled in the Study Area compared 
with 2012 conditions (see the discussion beginning on page 4-77 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement).
In summary, available information from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
indicates that mobile source air toxics are a small component of overall cancer 
risk, and the analysis for the Final Environmental Impact Statement indicates 
both that the Preferred Alternative would result in a small change in the emissions 
contributing to this risk and that emissions will decline by a large amount 
regardless of alternative.
As discussed above and in the air quality technical report, results from the health 
risk assessment would be influenced more by the uncertainty introduced into the 
process through assumptions and speculations rather than by genuine insight into 
the actual health impacts directly attributable to mobile source air toxic exposure 
associated with a project. Therefore, outcomes of such a health risk assessment do 
not provide useful information for decision makers, as required by Section 1502.1. 
The Federal Highway Administration emissions analysis meets the requirement 
to produce information that is useful for both disclosure and decision making 
because it allows the public and decision makers to see which alternative has less 
mobile source air toxic emissions, with much less uncertainty than a health risk 
assessment.
Given the uncertainty of a mobile source air toxic health risk assessment, the 
Federal Highway Administration instead addresses the potential impacts of mobile 
source air toxics through an emissions assessment in its National Environmental 
Policy Act documents. For smaller projects with a lower likelihood of a meaningful 
impact, this discussion is qualitative. For larger projects, emissions analysis is 
conducted. The Federal Highway Administration approach is consistent with 
the Council on Environmental Quality’s direction in Section 1502.2(b) to discuss 
impacts in proportion to their significance. The results of an emissions analysis 
can be summarized concisely in a National Environmental Policy Act document 
and provide useful information for decision makers (e.g., an alternative that has 
lower emissions is likely to be “better” from a mobile source air toxics health risk 
standpoint than one that has higher emissions).
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While the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the Federal Highway 
Administration both agree on the usefulness of addressing mobile source air toxics 
in National Environmental Policy Act documents for highway projects, the agencies 
disagree about the value of health risk assessment as a method for doing so. 
Another consideration with respect to health impacts is that the Preferred 
Alternative would also reduce in-vehicle mobile source air toxics exposure as 
opposed to the No Action Alternative. The U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency has found that in-vehicle benzene concentrations were between 2.5 and 
40 times higher than nearby ambient concentrations, based on a review of studies 
discussed in the Regulatory Impact Analysis for the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency’s 2007 mobile source air toxics rule-making (Final Regulatory Impact 
Analysis, Environmental Protection Agency 420-R-07-002, 3-17 [February 2007]). 
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would result in a reduction in benzene 
exposure to drivers and passengers for two reasons: decreased travel times 
(motorists would spend less time in traffic to reach their destinations) and 
lower emissions rates (attributable to speed improvements). Reducing on-road 
exposure would provide a health benefit for motorists using the roadway network. 
Congestion relief resulting from the proposed freeway would provide localized 
air quality emissions reductions on area freeways and arterial streets and at 
interchanges, benefiting users of area highways and those living near congested 
roads.
The Federal Highway Administration determined that a supplemental 
environmental impact statement is not required at this time because there were 
no changes to the proposed action that will result in significant environmental 
impacts not evaluated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement nor is there 
new information relevant to environmental concerns and bearings on the proposed 
action or its impacts that will result in significant environmental impacts not 
evaluated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
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46 Air Quality The Joint Air Toxics Assessment Project was funded by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency; it would be the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s 
decision whether to collect further data or studies related to the Joint Air Toxics 
Assessment Project.
See: Phoenix, Arizona Air Toxics Assessment-Final Comprehensive Report 
(September 30, 2011)
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Justice and Title VI 
and Air Quality

Summary information about the findings of the Joint Air Toxics Assessment Project 
study is provided as background information in the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements, but the study itself is not relevant to the type of analysis 
done pursuant to the Federal Highway Administration’s mobile source air toxics 
guidance, which is an emissions analysis. Monitored ambient concentrations of 
mobile source air toxics (the focus of the Joint Air Toxics Assessment Project) do 
not inform this type of analysis. While monitoring data can be useful for defining 
current conditions in the affected environment (to the extent that the monitoring 
data are current), they don’t tell us anything about future conditions, or the 
impacts of the project itself, which is why an emissions analysis was performed. 
The mobile source air toxic analysis presented beginning on page 4-77 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement is an estimated inventory of mobile source air 
toxic emissions for the entire Study Area for 2025 and 2035. This approach was 
used because the inventory estimate accounts for changes in traffic and emissions 
on all roadways affected by a proposed project, and would, therefore, be a more 
reliable predictor of changes in exposure to mobile source air toxics.
The air quality assessment for the proposed freeway analyzed impacts from 
carbon monoxide and particulate matter (PM10) and followed U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency guidelines. The carbon monoxide and particulate matter (PM10) 
analyses demonstrated that the proposed freeway would not contribute to any 
new localized violations, increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation, 
or delay timely attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards or any 
required interim emissions reductions or other milestones. For mobile source 
air toxics, the analysis showed that for the Study Area, constructing the freeway 
would have a marginal effect on annual emissions in 2025 and 2035 (less than a 
1 percent difference in total annual emissions between the Preferred Alternative 
and No-Action Alternative).With the Preferred Alternative in 2035, modeled 
mobile source air toxics emissions would decrease by 57 percent to more than 
90 percent, depending on the pollutant, despite a 47 percent increase in vehicle 
miles traveled in the Study Area compared with 2012 conditions. The air quality 
analyses were updated for the Final Environmental Impact Statement, including 
a quantitative particulate matter (PM10) analysis, and are more fully described 
beginning on page 4-68 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
Congestion relief resulting from the proposed freeway would provide localized 
air quality emissions reductions on area freeways and arterial streets and at 
interchanges, benefiting users of area highways and those living near congested 
roads. The section entitled Title VI and Environmental Justice, beginning on page 4-29 
in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, presents acceptable methods, data, 
and assumptions to assess the potential for disproportionately high and adverse 
effects from the proposed action on environmental justice populations and 
disparate impacts to populations protected under Title VI. Based upon the content 
of the section, no such effects would result from the action alternatives.
In light of comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
the above-referenced conclusions were confirmed in the preparation of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. To provide further clarity, the discussions of 
environmental justice and Title VI were separated and additional text explaining 
the relationship of environmental justice and Title VI to various environmental 
elements was added throughout Chapter 4, Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Mitigation, as exemplified by the inserted text on page 4-29 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement.
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48 Air Quality As explained on pages 4-69 and 4-77 of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements, respectively, the emissions analysis conducted for the project shows 
that future mobile source air toxics emissions will be lower than current levels. This 
analysis included projected truck traffic.

49 Air Quality Information on the attainment status of Maricopa County with the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards begins on pages 4-59 and 4-68 of the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements, respectively. 
In May 2012, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality submitted a 
revised Maricopa Association of Governments 2012 Five Percent Plan for the 
region. On July 20, 2012, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency made an 
official finding that the Maricopa Association of Governments 2012 Five Percent 
Plan was administratively complete. This decision ended the sanctions clocks 
associated with Arizona’s decision to withdraw the Maricopa Association 
of Governments 2007 Five Percent Plan. On February 6, 2014, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency published a notice in the Federal Register 
proposing to approve the Maricopa Association of Governments 2012 Five Percent 
Plan for Attainment of the PM-10 Standard for the Maricopa County Nonattainment 
Area. In the same notice, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency stated that 
it would concur with exceptional event (as a result of haboobs and dust storms) 
documentation prepared by the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, 
which would give the region the 3 years of clean data needed for attainment of 
the particulate matter (PM10) 24-hour standard. Finally on May 30, 2014, the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency approved the 2012 Five Percent Plan and 
found the area in attainment of the 24-hour particulate matter (PM10) standard 
based on monitoring data for the years 2010 to 2012 (see page 4-72 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for more information).
According to the air quality analyses conducted for the proposed freeway, no 
violations of either the carbon monoxide or particulate matter (PM10) standards were 
identified, even at worst-case locations along the project corridor. Thus, the carbon 
monoxide and particulate analyses demonstrated that the proposed freeway would 
not contribute to any new localized violations, increase the frequency or severity 
of any existing violation or delay timely attainment of the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards or any required interim emissions reductions or other milestones. 
Therefore, no loss of federal funds would occur.

50 Air Quality 40 Code of Federal Regulations § 93.111(c) was followed to conduct a qualitative 
analysis for particulate matter (PM10) for the proposed action. This analysis complied 
with National Environmental Policy Act requirements for the development of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. In December 2010, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency established transportation conformity guidance for performing 
quantitative particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM10) hot-spot analyses for transportation 
projects and established a 2-year grace period. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
conformity guidance continues to allow qualitative particulate matter (PM10) hot-
spot conformity analyses for analyses that were started before or during the grace 
period and if the final environmental document for the project is issued no more than 
3 years after issuance of the draft environmental document. A particulate matter 
(PM10) qualitative analysis was performed for this project because the initial air
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quality technical analysis report for the proposed action was produced in 
October 2005. The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway 
Administration have updated the qualitative analysis to a quantitative analysis for 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement to ensure that a state-of-the-art analysis 
is completed for the proposed project. The results of the analysis are summarized in 
the prologue to the Final Environmental Impact Statement (page xiii) and are more 
fully described beginning on page 4-68 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
The carbon monoxide and particulate matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that 
the proposed freeway would not contribute to any new localized violations, increase 
the frequency or severity of any existing violation, or delay timely attainment of 
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards or any required interim emissions 
reductions or other milestones.
Sand and gravel mining in the area is regulated by the Maricopa County Air Quality 
Department.
The transportation conformity rule in 40 Code of Federal Regulations § 93.123(c)(5) 
states that hot-spot analyses are not required to consider construction-related 
activities that cause temporary increases in emissions. Temporary increases are 
defined as those that occur only during the construction phase and last 5 years or 
less at any individual site. Although the duration of the overall construction period 
of the entire 22- to 24-mile proposed action would be 5 to 6 years, according to 
page 3-60 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, any particular portion of 
the Study Area would not see construction lasting for 5 to 6 years. Construction 
would be phased based on the factors appearing on page 3-59 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. Any particular area of the project would not 
be expected to see construction activities beyond an approximate 2-year period; 
therefore, the construction effects described above would be temporary and 
would not require additional analysis.
Secondary impacts to air quality are addressed in Table 4-54 on page 4-172 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. Cumulative impacts to air quality are on 
page 4-179 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
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51 Air Quality According to the air quality analyses conducted for the proposed freeway, no 
violations of either the carbon monoxide or particulate matter (PM10) standards 
were identified, even at worst-case locations along the project corridor. Thus, the 
carbon monoxide and particulate analyses demonstrated that the proposed freeway 
would not contribute to any new localized violations, increase the frequency or 
severity of any existing violation or delay timely attainment of the National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards or any required interim emissions reductions or other 
milestones. Therefore, no loss of federal funds would occur.

52 Air Quality The Arizona Department of Transportation conducted a quantitative particulate 
matter (PM10) hot-spot analysis that is discussed on page 4-76 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. The carbon monoxide and particulate matter 
(PM10) analyses demonstrated that the proposed freeway would not contribute 
to any new localized violations, increase the frequency or severity of any existing 
violation, or delay timely attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
or any required interim emissions reductions or other milestones.

53 Traffic Construction of the proposed freeway would include widening along Interstate 10 
to facilitate entrance and egress of vehicles between the two freeways. Additional 
information related to the Interstate 10 modifications can be found in Figure 3-26 
on page 3-49 and Figure 3-29 on page 3-53 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. The design of the connection to Interstate 10 and the widening 
along Interstate 10 were developed in accordance with the Federal Highway 
Administration’s Interstate System Access Informational Guide and have received 
an initial determination of operational and engineering acceptability from the 
Federal Highway Administration.
Detailed microsimulation models were developed for each of the action 
alternatives as well as for the No-Action Alternative. The results of the analysis 
concluded that the action alternatives would not have adverse impacts on the 
traffic operational characteristics along Interstate 10 and would provide as good 
or better performance as the No-Action Alternative. 
An assessment of future traffic conditions with and without the proposed freeway 
is presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 3-27. 
The traffic conditions presented in these sections are consistent with the 
environmental impacts analysis for elements such as air quality and noise, and 
the results of those analyses can be found in the respective sections of Chapter 4 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The air and noise analyses were 
updated for the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see sections beginning 
on pages 4-68 and 4-88, respectively). It is important to note that no substantial 
differences between the analyses for the Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements resulted from the update.
Secondary impacts to air quality are addressed in Table 4-54 on page 4-172 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. Cumulative impacts to air quality are on 
page 4-179 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
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54 Traffic The analyses in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement used socioeconomic 
and traffic projections at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis zone levels. 
At the time of publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Census 
2010-based socioeconomic data at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis 
zone levels had not been adopted by the Maricopa Association of Governments 
and were not available to the project team. Therefore, the data used in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement were the most appropriate information available.
The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new population, employment, 
housing, and traffic projections in June 2013. The new data are presented in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-11. The purpose and need and 
analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated using these new socioeconomic 
projections and corresponding projections related to regional traffic. While new 
projections based on the 2010 Census showed a lower anticipated population 
and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous projections, the conclusions 
reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were validated in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 3, Alternatives). The traffic analysis 
demonstrated that the proposed project is needed today and will continue to be 
needed into the future. 

55 Air Quality The Arizona Department of Transportation conducted a quantitative particulate 
matter (PM10) hot-spot analysis that is discussed on page 4-76 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. The carbon monoxide and particulate matter 
(PM10) analyses demonstrated that the proposed freeway would not contribute to any 
new localized violations, increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation, 
or delay timely attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards or any 
required interim emissions reductions or other milestones.
Secondary impacts to air quality are addressed in Table 4-54 on page 4-172 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. Cumulative impacts to air quality are on 
page 4-179 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

56 Traffic Construction of the proposed freeway would include widening along Interstate 10 
to facilitate entrance and egress of vehicles between the two freeways. Additional 
information related to the Interstate 10 modifications can be found in Figure 3-26 
on page 3-49 and Figure 3-29 on page 3-53 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. The design of the connection to Interstate 10 and the widening 
along Interstate 10 were developed in accordance with the Federal Highway 
Administration’s Interstate System Access Informational Guide and have received an 
initial determination of operational and engineering acceptability from the Federal 
Highway Administration.

57 Public Involvement The Arizona Department of Transportation conducted agency and public scoping 
process and has included agency and public input in the project development 
process. See Chapter 6 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement; agency scoping 
is presented beginning on page 6-2 and public involvement on page 6-6. 
The South Mountain Citizens Advisory Team and its engagement in the process was a 
part of the overall outreach program. The South Mountain Citizens Advisory Team’s 
own bylaws are clear in its advisory and partial role in the outreach process. While 
the South Mountain Citizens Advisory Team recommended the W101 Alternative, 
all stakeholders’ input was accounted for—including regional leaders, municipalities, 
members of the public, and members of the South Mountain Citizens Advisory 
Team—before identifying the W59 Alternative as the Preferred Alternative (see Final 
Environmental Impact Statement pages 3-65 and 3-68). The Final Environmental 
Impact Statement has detailed discussion regarding the relative merits and problems 
with the four action alternatives evaluated in the Western Section.
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58 Hazardous 
Materials

Arizona highways, as are most highways across the United States, are open to 
all kinds of traffic, so long as the cargo being carried is in accordance with U.S. 
Department of Transportation regulations for the specific type of cargo. The 
Arizona Department of Transportation has a few locations in the state with 
hazardous cargo restrictions, but these restrictions are based on emergency 
response issues or roadway design limitations specific to that location. For 
example, the Interstate 10 Deck Park Tunnel has certain hazardous cargo 
transport restrictions because of the limited ability for emergency responders 
to address a hazardous materials incident in the tunnel. The South Mountain 
Freeway, if implemented, is expected to operate under the same rules as other 
similar facilities in the state; transport of hazardous cargo would be expected 
to be permissible (see text box on page 4-157 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement).
The Arizona Department of Public Safety (which includes the State Highway 
Patrol) has primary responsibility for enforcing traffic laws. The Department 
of Public Safety also has primacy when calling in support for traffic accidents, 
including hazardous materials accidents (see text box on page 4-157 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement). The Arizona Department of Transportation 
maintains a list of contractors who provide emergency response services, as well 
as local municipalities whose fire and police departments operate in cooperation 
with the Department of Public Safety on incidents within their jurisdiction. 
Requirements for shippers are maintained by the Arizona Department of 
Transportation’s Enforcement Compliance Division.
The project team is aware of the Hazardous Materials Commodity Flow Studies 
that the Arizona State Emergency Response Commission maintains. These studies 
are used by emergency response planners (such as the Arizona State Emergency 
Response Commission statewide and the Maricopa County Local Emergency 
Planning Commission for Maricopa County) as one of the elements considered 
when developing Emergency Response Plans. If the plan is amended, it is made 
available to the Arizona Department of Transportation.
In the event of an incident with a hazardous materials issue on a state or 
federal highway, the emergency responders contact the Arizona Department of 
Transportation’s Traffic Operations Center to report the incident. The Traffic 
Operations Center then contacts the Arizona Department of Transportation’s 
Safety and Risk Management group, who responds to the accident scene and 
assesses needs in concert with the Incident Commander from the responding 
agency with jurisdiction. If requested, the Arizona Department of Transportation 
can assist cleanup activities by engaging specialty subcontractors with whom the 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality has contracts for such support. 
The Arizona Department of Transportation’s Safety and Risk Management group’s 
charge is primarily public health protection, with cleanup support being secondary.
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58 
(cont.)

The West Van Buren Water Quality Assurance Revolving Fund site was identified 
and considered during development of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(see page 4-165 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, and the Draft Initial 
Site Assessment prepared for the proposed project). These sites are primarily 
groundwater-impact sites, and groundwater is found at a depth of over 60 feet 
below the footprint of the Preferred Alternative. Given the separation distance 
between the adversely affected medium (groundwater) and the construction zone 
(near-surface in these locations), the project team determined that these sites 
would not pose a risk to construction or to the general public once the facility were 
completed. This assessment has been clarified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement on page 4-165.
The efforts to address security concerns at the petroleum tank farm are discussed 
on page 3-24 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. These included 
numerous meetings with the Arizona Department of Homeland Security and 
others and included discussions of barriers to screen the facility from the traveling 
public and prevent attacks or crashes involving the facility. As noted in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, these precautions were not necessary after the 
alignment was shifted from the W55 to the W59 Alternative.
The road network in the Maricopa Association of Governments travel demand 
model includes the Interstate 8 and State Route 85 corridor. So, while the roads 
are not in the Study Area for the proposed action, traffic and trip distributions 
along the corridor are included in the traffic analysis for the proposed action. Any 
traffic that would shift from the Interstate 8 and State Route 85 corridor to the 
proposed action would be included in the vehicle mix considered in the analysis.
A truck driver traveling from Tucson to Los Angeles and choosing to use 
Interstate 10 and the proposed freeway would travel 15 miles less than one 
choosing to use the designated truck bypass along Interstate 8 and State Route 85. 
Choosing to travel on the proposed action versus Interstate 8 and State Route 85 
would not translate to any substantial travel-time benefits because the trip 
would require entering the Phoenix metropolitan area and be subject to potential 
delays and congestion. Therefore, it is expected that “true” through-truck traffic 
(not having to stop in the metropolitan area) would continue to use the faster, 
designated, and posted bypass system of Interstate 8 and State Route 85.
The 2008 hazardous material report referenced in the comment was prepared 
to assist the Arizona Department of Transportation in refining its policies and 
process for determining hazardous materials routing in the state. It was a 
preliminary document and intended to form a basis of understanding about how 
other states’ planning processes address this issue. The report was not intended to 
provide specific recommendations for hazardous materials routing, but rather to 
provide the Arizona Department of Transportation with information to consider 
in making possible adjustments to its planning process. The recommendations 
of the report have been taken under advisement by the Arizona Department of 
Transportation.
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59 Hazardous 
Materials

The situation described in the comment, would be an indirect effect of the 
construction of a new freeway such as the proposed action. According to 40 Code 
of Federal Regulations 1508.8, indirect effects are caused by the action and are 
later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. 
Reasonably foreseeable actions are those that are likely to occur or probable, 
rather than those that are merely possible. 

60 Traffic The road network in the Maricopa Association of Governments travel demand 
model includes the Interstate 8 and State Route 85 corridor. So, while the roads 
are not in the Study Area for the proposed action, traffic and trip distributions 
along the corridor are included in the traffic analysis for the proposed action. Any 
traffic that would shift from the Interstate 8 and State Route 85 corridor to the 
proposed action would be included in the vehicle mix considered in the analysis.
A truck driver traveling from Tucson to Los Angeles and choosing to use 
Interstate 10 and the proposed freeway would travel 15 miles less than one 
choosing to use the designated truck bypass along Interstate 8 and State Route 85.
Choosing to travel on the proposed action versus Interstate 8 and State Route 85 
would not translate to any substantial travel time benefits. Therefore, it is 
expected that “true” through-truck traffic (not having to stop in the metropolitan 
area) would continue to use the faster, designated, and posted bypass system of 
Interstate 8 and State Route 85.

61 Hazardous 
Materials

Arizona highways, as are most highways across the United States, are open to 
all kinds of traffic, so long as the cargo being carried is in accordance with U.S. 
Department of Transportation regulations for the specific type of cargo. The 
Arizona Department of Transportation has a few locations in the state with 
hazardous cargo restrictions, but these restrictions are based on emergency 
response issues or roadway design limitations specific to that location. For 
example, the Interstate 10 Deck Park Tunnel has certain hazardous cargo 
transport restrictions because of the limited ability for emergency responders 
to address a hazardous materials incident in the tunnel. The South Mountain 
Freeway, if implemented, is expected to operate under the same rules as other 
similar facilities in the state; transport of hazardous cargo would be expected 
to be permissible (see text box on page 4-157 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement).
The Arizona Department of Public Safety (which includes the State Highway 
Patrol) has primary responsibility for enforcing traffic laws. The Department 
of Public Safety also has primacy when calling in support for traffic accidents, 
including hazardous materials accidents (see text box on page 4-157 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement). The Arizona Department of Transportation 
maintains a list of contractors who provide emergency response services, as well 
as local municipalities whose fire and police departments operate in cooperation 
with the Department of Public Safety on incidents within their jurisdiction. 
Requirements for shippers are maintained by the Arizona Department of 
Transportation’s Enforcement Compliance Division.
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(cont.)

In the event of an incident with a hazardous materials issue on a state or 
federal highway, the emergency responders contact the Arizona Department of 
Transportation’s Traffic Operations Center to report the incident. The Traffic 
Operations Center then contacts the Arizona Department of Transportation’s 
Safety and Risk Management group, who responds to the accident scene and 
assesses needs in concert with the Incident Commander from the responding 
agency with jurisdiction. If requested, the Arizona Department of Transportation 
can assist cleanup activities by engaging specialty subcontractors with whom the 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality has contracts for such support. 
The Arizona Department of Transportation’s Safety and Risk Management group’s 
charge is primarily public health protection, with cleanup support being secondary

62 Traffic The determination to not include an interchange at 32nd Street was made in 
coordination with the City of Phoenix (see Figure 3-8 on page 3-15 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement). The interchange was eliminated based on 
undesirable residential displacements and cost. 
In 2006, the City of Phoenix conducted a traffic circulation study to evaluate the 
impacts of the proposed freeway on the local street system, including the shift of 
access to Foothills Reserve and Calabrea from Pecos Road to Chandler Boulevard. 
The City study found no adverse effects on the local street system from the 
freeway (see Appendix 3-1 in the Final Environmental Impact Statement).
In the event of an incident with a hazardous materials issue on a state or 
federal highway, the emergency responders contact the Arizona Department of 
Transportation’s Traffic Operations Center to report the incident. The Traffic 
Operations Center then contacts the Arizona Department of Transportation’s 
Safety and Risk Management group, who responds to the accident scene and 
assesses needs in concert with the Incident Commander from the responding 
agency with jurisdiction. If requested, the Arizona Department of Transportation 
can assist cleanup activities by engaging specialty subcontractors with whom the 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality has contracts for such support. 
The Arizona Department of Transportation’s Safety and Risk Management group’s 
charge is primarily public health protection, with cleanup support being secondary.

63 Hazardous 
Materials

There are no requirements in 23 Code of Federal Regulations 771 Environmental 
Impact and Related Procedures or in the Federal Highway Administration 
Technical Advisory T 6640.8A Guidance for Preparing and Processing 
Environmental and Section 4(f) Documents to address releases of hazardous 
chemicals due to a transportation incident in National Environmental Policy Act 
documents for transportation projects like the proposed action. As discussed 
above, reasonably foreseeable actions are those that are likely to occur or 
probable, rather than those that are merely possible. 
If the proposed action is the Selected Alternative in a record of decision, planning 
for emergency situations would be initiated. If the plan is amended, it is made 
available to the Arizona Department of Transportation.
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64 Air Quality According to the Arizona Department of Transportation, 2013, Air Quality 
Assessment South Mountain Freeway 202L Draft Report, review of wind data from the 
Gila River Indian Community monitoring site at St. Johns suggests that during 
the morning hours and associated with mountain-drainage air flows and stable 
atmospheric conditions, wind flows are from the southeast and follow the Gila 
River channel to the north. Locations to the east of St. Johns experience flow from 
the east to the lower elevations along the Gila River. During the warmer hours’ 
improved mixing, flows typically follow the river channel and come from the north 
and northwest.
Likewise, during a 1-month-long meteorological monitoring period (November 20, 
2006 through December 21, 2006) at Pecos Road and 40th Street and a second 
1-month-long monitoring period at Pecos Road and 24th and 40th streets (April 19, 
2007 through May 21, 2007), winds during the morning hours typically were from 
the northeast. During the warmer hours, and with improved mixing, winds typically 
were from the west.
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65 Hazardous 
Materials

According to the Arizona Department of Transportation’s 2012 Roadway Design 
Guide, “Within the highway design philosophy and the Arizona Department of 
Transportation project team approach to project development, the roadway 
designer has the responsibility to contribute the most desirable design parameters 
consistent with safety, service, environment, and cost effectiveness and to apply 
these parameters with sound engineering judgment.” In general, to limit costs but 
still protect public safety, roads are not designed for the worst possible incident, 
but they are designed to accommodate most foreseeable incidents with moderate 
damage. This is similar to the National Environmental Policy Act’s direction that 
an environmental impact statement must discuss reasonably foreseeable actions. 
These are actions that are likely to occur or probable, rather than those that are 
merely possible.
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66 Hazardous 
Materials

According to 46 Federal Register 18026 (March 23, 1981), the environmental impact 
statement must discuss reasonably foreseeable actions. These are actions that are 
likely to occur or probable, rather than those that are merely possible.
Arizona highways, as are most highways across the United States, are open to 
all kinds of traffic, so long as the cargo being carried is in accordance with U.S. 
Department of Transportation regulations for the specific type of cargo. The Arizona 
Department of Transportation has a few locations in the state with hazardous 
cargo restrictions, but these restrictions are based on emergency response issues or 
roadway design limitations specific to that location. For example, the Interstate 10 
Deck Park Tunnel has certain hazardous cargo transport restrictions because of the 
limited ability for emergency responders to address a hazardous materials incident 
in the tunnel. The South Mountain Freeway, if implemented, is expected to operate 
under the same rules as other similar facilities in the state; transport of hazardous 
cargo would be expected to be permissible (see text box on page 4-157 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement).

67 Hazardous 
Materials

If the proposed action is the Selected Alternative in the record of decision, planning 
for emergency situations would be initiated. If the plan is amended, it is made 
available to the Arizona Department of Transportation.
Hazardous materials transport is described on page 4-157 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement. Arizona highways, as are most highways across the United States, 
are open to all kinds of traffic, so long as the cargo being carried is in accordance 
with U.S. Department of Transportation regulations for the specific type of cargo. 
The Arizona Department of Transportation has a few locations in the state with 
hazardous cargo restrictions, but these restrictions are based on emergency response 
issues or roadway design limitations specific to that location. For example, the 
Interstate 10 Deck Park Tunnel has certain hazardous cargo transport restrictions 
because of the limited ability for emergency responders to address a hazardous 
materials incident in the tunnel. The South Mountain Freeway, if implemented, is 
expected to operate under the same rules as other similar facilities in the state; 
transport of hazardous cargo would be expected to be permissible (see text box on 
page 4-157 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).

Public Involvement The effort represents the Arizona Department of Transportation’s most extensive 
public involvement program undertaken in the Phoenix area leading up to 
publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement in April 2013. Examples, 
such as holding over 200 presentations were made to neighborhood groups, 
homeowners’ associations, chambers of commerce, village planning committees, 
trade associations, and other interested parties, can be found in text beginning on 
page 6-6 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The purposes of the outreach 
were in accordance with requirements established under the National Environmental 
Policy Act and include: obtain public input to assist in developing a well planned, 
researched, and defensible environmental impact statement for the proposed 
action; provide ongoing information on the study and obtain input from the primary 
stakeholders and broader public; identify key issues and concerns of the public and 
ensure that these are appropriately considered during the process; develop and 
implement a process that maintains open and continuing communications among 
the public, Arizona Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, 
and the project team; and use multiple communication tools to effectively engage 
all population segments, thereby ensuring equal access to the environmental impact 
statement process.
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68 Hazardous 
Materials

As disclosed on page 4-157 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the 
Arizona Department of Transportation has a few locations in the state with 
hazardous cargo restrictions, but these restrictions are based on emergency 
response issues or roadway design limitations specific to that location. For 
example, the Interstate 10 Deck Park Tunnel has certain hazardous cargo 
transport restrictions because of the limited ability for emergency responders to 
address a hazardous materials incident in the tunnel.
The comment infers the only reason for elimination of tunnels as a reasonable 
option was due to the potential to restrict hazardous materials transport. On 
the referenced page of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, there are 
seven other reasons associated with design, operational, maintenance, costs and 
impacts cited for the elimination of the tunnels as a reasonable option.
Arizona highways, as are most highways across the United States, are open to 
all kinds of traffic, so long as the cargo being carried is in accordance with U.S. 
Department of Transportation regulations for the specific type of cargo. The 
South Mountain Freeway, if implemented, is expected to operate under the same 
rules as other similar facilities in the state; transport of hazardous cargo would be 
expected to be permissible.

69 Hazardous 
Materials

Analysis of hazardous materials followed state-of-the-practice methods as 
reviewed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and as used in a multitude 
of environmental studies for transportation projects across the country. Methods 
and results are presented on page 4-152 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. In summary, during the environmental impact statement process, 
properties potentially having hazardous waste on site are identified. These sites 
are considered during the corridor selection process and are ranked according to 
the likelihood of further assessment or potential cleanup activities being needed. 
The risk ranking method is used to inform the design team about which properties 
would likely need further assessment during the property acquisition phase of the 
project if an action alternative were to become the Selected Alternative. No sites 
were identified as “high risk.” Some sites were identified as “high priority.” High-
priority sites are those with high potential for releasing hazardous materials to the 
soil or groundwater, or those that have a recorded release issue. Examples of high-
priority sites include current service stations, bulk fueling terminals, sites listed in 
the environmental database, or a known release that has not been remediated. 
(See page 4-152 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.)
The corridor analysis revealed sites that would need further assessment during the 
property acquisition phase of the project, if an action alternative were to become 
the Selected Alternative. The Arizona Department of Transportation employs 
a phased approach to site assessment that allows time for cleanup of any sites 
found to have hazardous waste issues. The project team concluded from the 
level of analysis conducted during the environmental impact statement process 
that the types of sites likely to be acquired contain common hazardous waste 
issues like underground storage tanks, asbestos and lead paint in buildings, and 
other commonly found issues (see page 4-153 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement). The Arizona Department of Transportation maintains a process for 
addressing these issues in accordance with all applicable environmental laws and 
regulations.
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69 
(cont.)

The construction contractor would be required to comply with a host of 
regulations that protect the environment from undue impacts, including those 
from hazardous materials. Examples are the support yards or staging areas that 
are temporarily used for construction equipment. To control any releases of 
hazardous waste, fueling and maintenance areas for trucks would be required 
to have spill protection measures and stormwater management plans in place 
(see pages 4-111, 4-112, 4-153, and 4-154 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement).
The West Van Buren Water Quality Assurance Revolving Fund site was identified 
and considered during development of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(see page 4-165 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, and the Draft Initial 
Site Assessment prepared for the proposed project). These sites are primarily 
groundwater-impact sites, and groundwater is found at a depth of over 60 feet 
below the footprint of the Preferred Alternative. Given the separation distance 
between the adversely affected medium (groundwater) and the construction zone 
(near-surface in these locations), the project team determined that these sites 
would not pose a risk to construction or to the general public once the facility were 
completed. This assessment has been clarified in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement on page 4-165.

70 Hazardous 
Materials

The Arizona Department of Public Safety (which includes the State Highway 
Patrol) has primary responsibility for enforcing traffic laws. The Department 
of Public Safety also has primacy when calling in support for traffic accidents, 
including hazardous materials accidents (see text box on page 4-157 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement). The Department of Public Safety would 
determine, based on the incident, whether a partial or full closure of the facility 
would be required in the event of a hazardous materials spill. The Arizona 
Department of Transportation maintains a list of contractors who provide 
emergency response services, as well as local municipalities whose fire and police 
departments operate in cooperation with the Department of Public Safety on 
incidents within their jurisdiction. Requirements for shippers are maintained by the 
Arizona Department of Transportation’s Enforcement Compliance Division.

71 Environmental 
Justice and Title VI

The section entitled Title VI and Environmental Justice, beginning on page 4-29 in 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, presents acceptable methods, data, 
and assumptions to assess the potential for disproportionately high and adverse 
effects from the proposed action on environmental justice populations and 
disparate impacts to populations protected under Title VI. Based upon the content 
of the section, no such effects would result from the action alternatives.
In light of comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
the above-referenced conclusions were confirmed in the preparation of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. To provide further clarity, the discussions of 
environmental justice and Title VI were separated and additional text explaining 
the relationship of environmental justice and Title VI to various environmental 
elements was added throughout Chapter 4, Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Mitigation, as exemplified by the inserted text on page 4-29 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement.
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72 Air Quality The Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements present information and 
analysis about the proposed action and the enhanced conditions when compared 
against the No-Action Alternative and would not cause substantial adverse 
effects. The results of the analysis are summarized in the prologue to the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (page xiii) and are more fully described beginning 
on page 4-68 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The carbon monoxide 
and particulate matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the proposed freeway 
would not contribute to any new localized violations, increase the frequency 
or severity of any existing violation, or delay timely attainment of the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards or any required interim emissions reductions or 
other milestones.
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement provided the results of modeling 
for each of the seven priority mobile source air toxics, in both the Eastern and 
Western Subareas, and compared relative mobile source air toxics emissions that 
would result from three different potential alternatives (W59, W71, W101) as 
compared with the No-Action Alternative. It also included modeling of mobile 
source air toxics emissions in the overall mobile source air toxics study area 
assuming the W59 Alternative (see pages 4-70 to 4-74 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement) along with implementation of recent U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency mobile source air toxics rules.
The updated emission modeling developed for the proposed action showed that 
for the mobile source air toxics study area, there would be little difference in total 
annual emissions of mobile source air toxics emissions between the Preferred and 
No-Action Alternatives (less than a 1 percent difference) in 2025 and 2035. With 
the Preferred Alternative in 2035, modeled mobile source air toxics emissions 
would decrease by 57 percent to more than 90 percent, depending on the 
pollutant, despite a 47 percent increase in vehicle miles traveled in the Study Area 
compared with 2012 conditions (see discussion beginning on page 4-77 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement). For mobile source air toxics, the project would 
have a negligible effect on emissions in the mobile source air toxics study area.
The Preferred Alternative would also reduce in-vehicle mobile source air toxics 
exposure as opposed to the No-Action Alternative. The U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency has found that in-vehicle benzene concentrations were between 
2.5 and 40 times higher than nearby ambient concentrations, based on a review 
of studies discussed in the Regulatory Impact Analysis for the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency’s 2007 mobile source air toxics rule-making (Final Regulatory 
Impact Analysis, Environmental Protection Agency 420-R-07-002, 3-17 
[February 2007]). Construction of the South Mountain Freeway would result 
in a reduction in benzene exposure to drivers and passengers for two reasons: 
decreased travel times (motorists would spend less time in traffic to reach their 
destinations) and lower emissions rates (attributable to speed improvements). 
Reducing on-road exposure would provide a health benefit for motorists using 
the freeway under consideration. Congestion relief resulting from the proposed 
freeway would provide localized air quality emissions reductions on area freeways 
and arterial streets and at interchanges, benefiting users of area highways and 
those living near congested roads.
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72 
(cont.)

Summary information about the findings of the Joint Air Toxics Assessment Project 
study is provided as background information in the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements, but the study itself is not relevant to the type of analysis 
done pursuant to the Federal Highway Administration’s mobile source air toxics 
guidance, which is an emissions analysis. Monitored ambient concentrations of 
mobile source air toxics (the focus of the Joint Air Toxics Assessment Project) do 
not inform this type of analysis. While monitoring data can be useful for defining 
current conditions in the affected environment (to the extent that the monitoring 
data are current), they don’t tell us anything about future conditions, or the 
impacts of the project itself, which is why an emissions analysis was performed. 
The mobile source air toxic analysis presented beginning on page 4-77 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement is an estimated inventory of mobile source air 
toxic emissions for the entire Study Area for 2025 and 2035. This approach was 
used because the inventory estimate accounts for changes in traffic and emissions 
on all roadways affected by a proposed project, and would, therefore, be a more 
reliable predictor of changes in exposure to mobile source air toxics. 
The West Phoenix monitoring site is not the same as the West 43rd Avenue 
monitoring site.

73 Environmental 
Justice and Title VI

The section entitled Title VI and Environmental Justice, beginning on page 4-29 in 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, presents acceptable methods, data, 
and assumptions to assess the potential for disproportionately high and adverse 
effects from the proposed action on environmental justice populations and 
disparate impacts to populations protected under Title VI. Based upon the content 
of the section, no such effects would result from the action alternatives.
In light of comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
the above-referenced conclusions were confirmed in the preparation of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. To provide further clarity, the discussions of 
environmental justice and Title VI were separated and additional text explaining 
the relationship of environmental justice and Title VI to various environmental 
elements was added throughout Chapter 4, Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Mitigation, as exemplified by the inserted text on page 4-29 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement.
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74 Hazardous 
Materials

According to 46 Federal Register 18026 (March 23, 1981), the environmental impact 
statement must discuss reasonably foreseeable actions. These are actions that 
are likely to occur or probable, rather than those that are merely possible. The 
section Hazardous Materials beginning on page 4-152 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, discusses in sufficient detail the issues of hazardous spills, and 
the text box “Transport of Hazardous Materials on the Regional Freeway System” 
on page 4-154, describes response procedures to hazardous spills. The chance 
of spills in the referenced area is no different and no higher than the chance near 
Ahwatukee or Laveen or Estrella Villages. Therefore, there is no disproportionately 
high potential for spills to occur at specific locations of the freeway. 
The comment also makes reference to indigenous populations. As shown in 
Table 4-10 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, “Environmental Justice 
and Title VI Population percentages, Affected Study Area Jurisdictions” on page 4-30, 
indigenous populations are accounted for in the impact analyses. Further, 
Chapter 2, Gila River Indian Community Coordination, discloses the comprehensive 
nature of consultation and coordination efforts with the Gila River Indian 
Community. Important to note is the history of impact study on Gila River 
Indian Community land. For much of the project, the tribe did not, as is its right 
as a sovereign nation (see page 2-1), permit any form of impact analyses on its 
resources, nor did it wish to have any information about the Gila River Indian 
Community disclosed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. In 2007, right-
of-entry was granted, but expired 1 year later. In 2010, the permit was reissued to 
study an alignment on Gila River Indian Community land (which is discussed in 
Chapter 3, Alternatives), but was later withdrawn once consideration by the tribe 
for a Gila River Indian Community-located alignment was withdrawn. 
But despite the Gila River Indian Community’s directive to neither study nor report 
on tribal resources and assets, the potential for such impacts is highly unlikely. 
Populations would not be directly affected by the proposed action. While the 
action may pose indirect impacts such as restricted access to place of tradition, 
adequate mitigation has been committed to ensure access would not be impeded. 
Further, in addition to the overall public outreach efforts, tribal members also 
had specific access to Gila River Indian Community-specific outreach. As outlined 
in Chapter 2, the Gila River Indian Community-specific outreach efforts were 
exhaustive.

75 Public Involvement As noted in the section Conclusions on page 6-29 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, the Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway 
Administration exceeded National Environmental Policy Act requirements 
pertaining to public outreach. The measures are described in Chapter 6, Comments 
and Coordination, as well as throughout the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
The Arizona Department of Transportation made effort to make all population 
sectors and representatives aware of the proposed action. Organizations, by 
default, are invited to participate in the environmental impact statement process. 
The public hearing for the proposed action was widely advertised. Newspaper ads 
in six newspapers of area-wide distribution ran advertisements at least twice each. 
Announcements occurred on five radio stations and six television stations. Mailers 
were sent on May 6, 2013 to 73,564 individuals (approximately 311 on the Gila 
River Indian Community) who had previously expressed an interest in the project. 
The Arizona Department of Transportation utilized the Government Delivery 
system to distribute to over 12,000 recipients. E-newsletters were distributed on 
three different occasions. All materials were also provided to the Gila River Indian 
Community Public Information Officer.
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76

76 Impacts The environmental impact statement process and the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement documenting the process represent a transparent, disclosed 
examination of the potential for the proposed action to cause significant, adverse 
environmental impact and to propose mitigation where necessary. Throughout 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, adverse impacts are disclosed. 
Compliance with the environmental impact statement process is described 
throughout the entire Draft Environmental Impact Statement and is summarized 
in Figure S-3, Environmental Impact Statement Process, on page S-3.

77 Purpose and Need The analyses in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement used socioeconomic 
and traffic projections at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis zone levels. 
At the time of publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Census 
2010-based socioeconomic data at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis 
zone levels had not been adopted by the Maricopa Association of Governments 
and were not available to the project team. Therefore, the data used in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement were the most appropriate information available.
The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new population, 
employment, housing, and traffic projections in June 2013. The new data are 
presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-11. 
The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated 
using these new socioeconomic projections and corresponding projections related 
to regional traffic. While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a 
lower anticipated population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous 
projections, the conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
were validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 3, 
Alternatives). The traffic analysis demonstrated that the proposed project is needed 
today and will continue to be needed into the future. 

78 Traffic The road network for the Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel 
demand model includes all of Maricopa County and a substantial portion of 
Pinal County. While a road may not be within the Study Area for the proposed 
action, because it is included in the Maricopa Association of Governments travel 
demand model road network, its influence is considered in the traffic analysis for 
the proposed action. Location #7, Pecos Road to Wild Horse Pass Boulevard, 
shown on Figure 1-8 on page 1-15 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
illustrates the anticipated growth along Interstate 10 from locations south of 
Pecos Road (including the Riggs Road to Pecos Road section identified in the 
comment). Between 2012 and 2035, the Interstate 10 traffic volume is projected to 
increase from around 96,000 to 134,000 vehicles per day (a 40 percent increase).
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79 Traffic Chapter 1 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement discloses the purpose 
and need for the proposed action. The analyses results disclose existing and future 
capacity deficiencies throughout the regional system including as noted in the 
comment at the Broadway Curve. The transportation problem identified specific 
to the purpose and need relates to east-west regional mobility in the southwest 
valley unique from the Broadway Curve. While the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement further discloses the proposed freeway would help reduce congestion at 
the Broadway Curve, improvements to Interstate 10 through the curve are a part 
of another planned project adopted in the region’s Long Range Transportation 
Plan.

80 Traffic While a portion of the traffic through the Broadway Curve is airport-related, an 
equal portion extends west to Interstate 17 and even to Interstate 10 west of 
downtown Phoenix. 

81 Traffic Chapter 1 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement discloses the purpose 
and need for the proposed action. The analyses results disclose existing and future 
capacity deficiencies throughout the regional system including as noted in the 
comment at the Broadway Curve. The transportation problem identified specific 
to the purpose and need relates to east-west regional mobility in the southwest 
valley unique from the Broadway Curve. While the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement further discloses the proposed freeway would help reduce congestion at 
the Broadway Curve, improvements to Interstate 10 through the curve are a part 
of another planned project adopted in the region’s Long Range Transportation 
Plan.

82 Traffic An analysis of the origins and destinations of projected freeway users is presented 
in Figure 3-18, on page 3-36 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
Freeway users are defined as those motorists who pass through the bend of the 
freeway (around the South Mountains). Therefore, this would not count motorists 
in Laveen Village who go to Interstate 10 (Papago Freeway) and motorists in 
Ahwatukee Foothills Village who go to Interstate 10 (Maricopa Freeway). The 
results of the origin-destination analysis show that 73 percent of the traffic going 
around the South Mountains has origins or destinations in the area within or 
around the Study Area and supports the conclusion that the proposed action 
would serve east–west mobility consistent with commuting movements.
In reference to the comment regarding trucks using the proposed freeway to 
avoid Interstate 10 through downtown Phoenix, the vehicle mix and specifically 
the percentages of trucks using the facility is similar in vehicle mix ratios found 
throughout the region’s existing freeway system. 

83 Traffic The citation “MAG 2010c” is provided at the end of the first sentence of the third 
paragraph of the first column on page 3-64 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

84 Traffic As detailed in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, the proposed action is not needed in response to national freight 
movement, nor is it intended to provide service primarily for freight movement. 
The proposed action is needed to address local capacity deficiencies and has been 
developed in response to local growth in population, housing, employment, and 
travel levels.
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85 Traffic The road network for the Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel 
demand model includes all of Maricopa County and a substantial portion of Pinal 
County. While a road may not be within the Study Area for the proposed action, 
because it is included in the Maricopa Association of Governments travel demand 
model road network, its influence is considered in the traffic analysis for the 
proposed action. 

86 Purpose and Need The statements made on June 11, 2013, as paraphrased in the comment as trucks 
would use the proposed freeway to avoid Interstate 10 through downtown Phoenix 
is misleading. The proposed freeway is part of a transportation system developed 
to improve mobility in the region by increasing capacity and allowing traffic—
including truck traffic—to access a segment of the “loop” system (see pages 1-21, 
1-22, 3-1, and 3-3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement) in the Phoenix 
metropolitan area. The proposed South Mountain Freeway would be a commuter 
corridor, helping to move local traffic. As with all other freeways in the region, 
trucks would use it for the through-transport of freight, for transport to and from 
distribution centers, and for transport to support local commerce. Recognition of 
the trucking contribution to traffic in the region is disclosed on page 3-64 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement.
As supported by the traffic analysis presented in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, the primary user vehicles of the proposed freeway would be 
automobiles. The Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel demand 
model projects that truck traffic would represent approximately 10 percent of 
the total traffic on the proposed action, similar to what is currently experienced 
on other regional freeways such as Interstate 10, State Route 101L, and U.S. 
Route 60. As disclosed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, trucking 
destinations in the Phoenix metropolitan area would still prompt truck drivers 
to enter congested areas. Choosing to travel on the proposed freeway versus 
Interstate 10 would not produce substantial travel-time benefits. Therefore, it is 
expected that “true” through-truck traffic (not having to stop in the metropolitan 
area) would continue to use the faster, designated, and posted bypass system of 
Interstate 8 and State Route 85.

87 Purpose and Need The statements made on June 11, 2013, as paraphrased in the comment as trucks 
would use the proposed freeway to avoid Interstate 10 through downtown Phoenix 
is misleading. The proposed freeway is part of a transportation system developed 
to improve mobility in the region by increasing capacity and allowing traffic—
including truck traffic—to access a segment of the “loop” system (see pages 1-21, 
1-22, 3-1, and 3-3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement) in the Phoenix 
metropolitan area. The proposed South Mountain Freeway would be a commuter 
corridor, helping to move local traffic. As with all other freeways in the region, 
trucks would use it for the through-transport of freight, for transport to and from 
distribution centers, and for transport to support local commerce. Recognition of 
the trucking contribution to traffic in the region is disclosed on page 3-64 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement.
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87 
(cont.)

As supported by the traffic analysis presented in the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements, the primary user vehicles of the proposed 
freeway would be automobiles. The Maricopa Association of Governments 
regional travel demand model projects that truck traffic would represent 
approximately 10 percent of the total traffic on the proposed action, similar to 
what is currently experienced on other regional freeways such as Interstate 10, 
State Route 101L, and U.S. Route 60. As disclosed in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, trucking destinations in the Phoenix metropolitan area would 
still prompt truck drivers to enter congested areas. Choosing to travel on the 
proposed freeway versus Interstate 10 would not produce substantial travel-time 
benefits. Therefore, it is expected that “true” through-truck traffic (not having to 
stop in the metropolitan area) would continue to use the faster, designated, and 
posted bypass system of Interstate 8 and State Route 85.

88 Proposed Action While the proposed action is summarily defined on page 1-1 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement as the “construction and operation of a major 
transportation facility,” design specifics for each action alternative are found 
in text beginning on page 3-40 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
Sufficient detail is provided to: ensure meaningful comparison and analyses of the 
alternatives in reference to operational characteristics, cost, and impacts; and to 
convey sufficient information to reviewers of the characteristics of each alternative 
in accordance with 23 Code of Federal Regulations 771 Environmental Impact and 
Related Procedures or in the Federal Highway Administration Technical Advisory 
T 6640.8A Guidance for Preparing and Processing Environmental and Section 4(f) 
Documents.

89 Alternatives Key elements of the alternatives studied in detail are presented in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, beginning on page 3-40. A typical section 
of the proposed freeway is depicted in Figure 3-34, on page 3-58 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement.

90 Alternatives The vertical alignment of each action alternative is described beginning on 
page 3-40 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The profiles are shown 
graphically in Figures 3-20 to 3-25.

91 Alternatives The proposed interchange locations for each action alternative are shown in 
Figure 3-28, on page 3-51 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

92 Alternatives Inclusion of park-and-ride lots is not part of the scope of the proposed action. No 
new park-and-ride lots are proposed as part of the proposed action. Locations 
of future park-and-ride lots would be determined by the City of Phoenix and 
Valley Metro (see discussion of potential enhancements on page 3-60 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement). 

93 Transit Inclusion of park-and-ride lots is not part of the scope of the proposed action. No 
new park-and-ride lots are proposed as part of the proposed action. Locations 
of future park-and-ride lots would be determined by the City of Phoenix and 
Valley Metro (see discussion of potential enhancements on page 3-60 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement). 
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94 Alternatives As described in the responses above, the elements of the proposed freeway and 
the potential action alternatives were described in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

95 Alternatives See responses to specific comments below. The alternatives analysis process of 
developing and screening documents was a disclosed, robust, comprehensive, 
objective and consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act’s intent to use 
a logical, sequential interdisciplinary approach to establish a range of reasonable 
alternatives ( as concluded in text beginning on page 3-26 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement).

96 Alternatives The third bullet in the third column on page 3-51 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement states that “The diamond interchange configuration (see sidebar on 
page 3-14) was used to evaluate service traffic interchange needs.”
The comment is incorrect in assuming that there would be no access to the Gila River 
Indian Community to the south. At 40th Street, there is an existing road to the south, 
and the planned interchange at that location would provide access onto Gila River 
Indian Community land. Similarly, the interchanges at 24th Street, Desert Foothills 
Parkway, and 17th Avenue would be constructed to allow for future connections 
from Gila River Indian Community land. The initial layout would be similar to the 
interchanges at State Route 202L (Red Mountain Freeway) and Dobson Road. 
Figure 3-28 indicated whether the interchanges would include full access or half 
access. 
In some locations, a single-point urban interchange or other interchange type may 
be used to address higher traffic volumes. The determination of the interchange type 
would be made during final design in coordination with the local jurisdiction.

97 Traffic Text beginning on page 3-60 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement presents 
the traffic analyses for the action and no action alternatives for existing and future 
conditions. The analyses used state-of-the-practice methods and analytical tools to 
demonstrate the traffic operational performance of each alternative. Ancillary to the 
effort, in 2006, the City of Phoenix conducted a traffic circulation study to evaluate 
the impacts of the freeway on the local street system, including the shift of access to 
Foothills Reserve and Calabrea from Pecos Road to Chandler Boulevard. The City 
study found no adverse effects on the local street system from the proposed freeway.

98 Traffic Emergency responders would address the construction of the proposed freeway by 
amending the local emergency response plan to include the facility. As concluded 
in the section, Social Conditions, in Chapter 4 of the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements, response times for police, fire, and medical emergency 
services would be faster when compared with response times under the No-Action 
Alternative. Circulation on major arterial streets would be improved through better 
distribution of traffic onto the overall transportation network, the provision of 
alternative routes, and through localized operational improvements such as grade 
separations and planned interchanges.

99 Traffic In addition to access from 40th Street, access to the park-and-ride lot would 
be provided from the westbound on-ramp. This is similar to the park-and-ride 
operations at Happy Valley Road and Interstate 17. Bus operations and circulation 
would continue to function as they do today. Traffic operational characteristics 
along 40th Street and at the Cottonwood Lane intersection would not be adversely 
affected by the freeway. The park-and-ride lot has been expanded to its ultimate 
configuration.
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100 Traffic The determination to not include an interchange at 32nd Street was made in 
coordination with the City of Phoenix (see Figure 3-8 on page 3-15 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement). The interchange would have displaced more than 
100 homes and would have been located near an existing high school. In 2006, the 
City of Phoenix conducted a traffic circulation study to evaluate the impacts of the 
proposed freeway on the local street system, including the shift of access to Foothills 
Reserve and Calabrea from Pecos Road to Chandler Boulevard. The City study found 
no adverse effects on the local street system from the freeway (see Appendix 3-1 in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement). The storage facility is located on Gila 
River Indian Community land and would not be displaced. Reasonable access to 
the facility would remain available from 32nd Street, Chandler Boulevard, and other 
east–west local streets. A grade-separated bridge would be constructed for the 
freeway to go over 32nd Street.

101 Traffic The quotation noted in the comment has been changed to be consistent with 
a similar statement made in the caption to Figure 3-18: “Seventy-three percent 
of travelers anticipated to use the proposed action would be involved in 
trips beginning or ending in the Study Area itself or in the areas immediately 
surrounding it.” The figure does portray the locations of the cities included in 
the different areas. The proposed action would serve regional travel from the 
southwestern to southeastern portions of the region (not just internal Study 
Area travel). The analysis does consider traffic that passes through the Phoenix 
metropolitan area It should also be noted that, by definition, these freeway users 
would not include traffic from Laveen Village to Interstate 10 (Papago Freeway) or 
from Ahwatukee Foothills Village to Interstate 10 (Maricopa Freeway). Therefore, 
the 15 percent of trips identified in the comment as Study Area-originated are by 
motorists traveling to the other side of the South Mountains. 

102 Cultural Resources The cultural and religious places of importance, like the South Mountains, are 
acknowledged in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement in several locations, 
notably pages 4-132 and 5-26. The proposed project, would accommodate and 
preserve (to the fullest extent possible from the available alternatives) access to the 
South Mountains for religious practices. 
The section entitled Title VI and Environmental Justice, beginning on page 4-29 in 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, presents acceptable methods, data, 
and assumptions to assess the potential for disproportionately high and adverse 
effects from the proposed action on environmental justice populations and 
disparate impacts to populations protected under Title VI. Based upon the content 
of the section, no such effects would result from the action alternatives.
In light of comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
the above-referenced conclusions were confirmed in the preparation of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. To provide further clarity, the discussions of 
environmental justice and Title VI were separated and additional text explaining 
the relationship of environmental justice and Title VI to various environmental 
elements was added throughout Chapter 4, Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Mitigation, as exemplified by the inserted text on page 4-29 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement.
Since the beginning of the environmental impact statement process, the Federal 
Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation have been 
carrying out cultural resource studies and engaging in an ongoing, open dialogue 
with the Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office regarding
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102 
(cont.)

the identification and evaluation of places of religious and cultural importance 
to the Gila River Indian Community that may be adversely affected by the 
proposed freeway. Such places are referred to as traditional cultural properties. 
As a result of these discussions and of studies conducted by the Gila River Indian 
Community’s Cultural Resource Management Program, the Gila River Indian 
Community has identified traditional cultural properties that are eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places and that could be affected by 
construction of the proposed freeway. In certain cases, listing these properties 
on the National Register of Historic Places may offer them protection under 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act. The traditional cultural 
properties identified are culturally important to other Native American tribes as 
well. For more discussion of traditional cultural properties, see the section, Cultural 
Resources, beginning on page 4-140 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
and pages 5-26 through 5-28.
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires a government-to-
government relationship between the Federal Government and Indian tribes as 
described beginning on page 4-140 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
Section 106 requires that federal agencies take into account the effects of their 
undertakings on historic properties. This process requires consultation with 
tribal authorities. Consultation has occurred with Gila River Indian Community 
government officials, the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, the Cultural 
Resource Management Program, many different tribal authorities, and the State 
Historic Preservation Office. The consultation has resulted in concurrence from 
the Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office and the State 
Historic Preservation Office on National Register of Historic Places eligibility 
recommendations (including traditional cultural properties), project effects, 
and proposed mitigation and measures to minimize harm. This consultation has 
been ongoing and will continue until any commitments in a record of decision are 
completed.
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement, after consultation and coordination 
efforts, accommodates and preserves (to the fullest extent possible from the 
available alternatives) access to the South Mountains for religious practices. A 
very small portion of the mountain would be impacted by the proposed freeway 
(less than 0.03 percent of the total area). Although the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement describes the impact on the South Mountains as adverse, Native 
Americans would not be kept from practicing their beliefs, access to the mountain 
would be maintained, and mitigation measures would be implemented based on 
input from members of the Gila River Indian Community.
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Several action alternatives were subject to the alternatives development and 
screening process; not just the E1 Alternative and alternatives located on the Gila 
River Indian Community (Figure 3-6 on page 3-10 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement illustrates a representation of such alternatives). Ultimately 
the other alternatives were eliminated from further study in the screening process 
and the Gila River Indian Community decided not to give permission to study 
alternatives on its land (see Final Environmental Impact Statement page 3-25). 
Therefore, the Arizona Department of Transportation, with concurrence from 
Federal Highway Administration, identified the E1 Alternative as the eastern 
section of the Preferred Alternative (which includes the W59 Alternative in the 
Western Section of the Study Area). In reaching its determination, the Arizona 
Department of Transportation sought to balance its responsibilities to address 
regional mobility needs while being fiscally responsible and sensitive to local 
communities.

103 Title VI, 14th 
Amendment

Since the beginning of the environmental impact statement process, the Federal 
Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation have been 
carrying out cultural resources studies and engaging in ongoing, open consultation 
with the Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office regarding 
the identification and evaluation of places of religious and cultural importance 
to the tribe that may be adversely affected by the proposed freeway. Such places 
are referred to as traditional cultural properties. As a result of these discussions 
and of studies conducted by the Gila River Indian Community’s Cultural Resource 
Management Program, the Gila River Indian Community has identified traditional 
cultural properties that are eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places and that could be affected by construction of the proposed freeway. In 
certain cases, listing these properties on the National Register of Historic Places 
may offer them protection under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation 
Act. The traditional cultural properties identified are culturally important to 
other Native American tribes as well. For more discussion of traditional cultural 
properties, see the section, Cultural Resources, beginning on page 4-140 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement and pages 5-26 through 5-28.
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires a government-to-
government relationship between the Federal Government and Indian tribes as 
described beginning on page 4-140 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
Section 106 requires that federal agencies take into account the effects of their 
undertakings on historic properties. This process requires consultation with 
tribal authorities. Consultation has occurred with Gila River Indian Community 
government officials, the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, the Cultural 
Resource Management Program, many different tribal authorities, and the State 
Historic Preservation Office. The consultation has resulted in concurrence from 
the Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office and the State 
Historic Preservation Office on National Register of Historic Places eligibility 
recommendations (including traditional cultural properties), project effects, 
and proposed mitigation and measures to minimize harm. This consultation has 
been ongoing and will continue until any commitments in a record of decision are 
completed.
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The American Indian Religious Freedom Act, 42 United States Code Section 1996, 
provides a policy statement of the United States “to protect and preserve for 
American Indians their inherent right of freedom to believe, express, and exercise 
the traditional religions of the American Indian . . . including but not limited to 
access to sites, use and possession of sacred objects, and the freedom to worship 
through ceremonials and traditional rites.”
The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
complied with the policy stated in the American Indian Religious Freedom 
Act throughout the environmental impact statement process, as evidenced by 
consultation efforts, mitigation measures, and a discussion of cultural resource 
issues in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The study would not violate 
the American Indian Religious Freedom Act because, as stated above, the Gila 
River Indian Community would not be prohibited from continuing to practice 
their beliefs even if the project goes forward, since access to the mountain will 
be maintained, impacts will be mitigated based on input by the Gila River Indian 
Community and others, and only a small fraction of the mountain would be 
affected.
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104 Public Involvement The Draft Environmental Impact Statement was made available at five public 
locations throughout the area and was available for purchase at one location. 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement was available also by compact 
disc by request, at the public hearing, and on the Web site at <azdot.gov/
southmountainfreeway>. These locations were well advertised and documented 
on page 6-23 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Technical reports and 
other information were available by request.

105 Public Involvement Hard copies of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) 
Evaluation were made available at the repositories. All copies placed for public 
viewing contained the appendices as a compact disc in pockets in the back of the 
document. The comment is correct that the technical reports supporting the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement were only available by request.

106 Public Involvement The first record of a call placed to the Arizona Department of Transportation 
Environmental Planning Group by the commenter, was Saturday, June 8, 2013. The 
call was returned to the commenter on Monday, June 10, 2013 and a disc containing 
the technical reports was provided on the same day. 

107 Public Involvement The technical reports were provided to the commenter, as requested, on June 10, 
2013, the same day they were requested.

108 Public Involvement On June 17, 2013, the commenter contacted the Arizona Department of 
Transportation by e-mail to request a scoping technical report, if one existed. The 
scoping technical report was provided on June 18, 2013.
Two of the technical reports requested (Cultural Resources and Section 4[f]) 
contained confidential information. After discussion with the Federal Highway 
Administration, release of the reports, in redacted form, was approved. Additional 
time was required for the Arizona Department of Transportation’s cultural staff to 
review the documents and to redact the information deemed confidential. However, 
the redacted technical reports were provided on June 28, 2013. 
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111 Purpose and Need The analyses in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement used socioeconomic 
and traffic projections at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis zone 
levels. At the time of publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
Census 2010-based socioeconomic data at the regional analysis zone and traffic 
analysis zone levels had not been adopted by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments and were not available to the project team. Therefore, the data 
used in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were the most appropriate 
information available.
The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new population, 
employment, housing, and traffic projections in June 2013. The new data are 
presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-11. 
The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated 
using these new socioeconomic projections and corresponding projections related 
to regional traffic. While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a 
lower anticipated population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous 
projections, the conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
were validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 3, 
Alternatives). The traffic analysis demonstrated that the proposed project is needed 
today and will continue to be needed into the future. 

112 Traffic The local conditions and setting of the Phoenix metropolitan area are not 
consistent with areas of high-density cities in other parts of the country. In 
Maricopa County, daily vehicle miles traveled levels increased by almost 2 percent 
between 2011 and 2012, and the 2012 daily vehicle miles traveled are approaching 
the prerecession peak in 2007. (Source: the Arizona Department of Transportation’s 
Multimodal Planning Division’s Highway Performance Monitoring System Data for 
calendar years 2012 and 2011).

113 Purpose and Need The actual need defined in Chapter 1 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement is based on socioeconomic factors (see page 1-11) and on regional 
transportation demand and existing and projected transportation system 
deficiencies (see page 1-13). The proposed action is the construction and operation 
of a major transportation facility. Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, defines the need or 
the problem the proposed action would solve. Chapter 3 evaluates alternatives for 
addressing this need. The responsiveness of the proposed freeway to the purpose 
and need criteria is presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
beginning on page 3-27.
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114 Purpose and Need As pointed out on page S-1, in the sidebar, “What you will find in the Summary 
chapter,” the text in the Summary is not the “final word,” and readers are urged to 
turn to the main text when questions about Summary content arise. 

115 Alternatives In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, a range of reasonable 
action alternatives to carry forward for further analysis was determined through 
application of multidisciplinary criteria in a logical, step-wise progression. 
Alternatives were not disposed of or dismissed without a thorough evaluation 
using the multidisciplinary criteria outlined in the alternatives development and 
screening process presented in Chapter 3 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. The preferred alternative was the outcome to this process. Text 
beginning on page 3-26 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement establishes 
conclusions associated with the process. 

116 Traffic The Federal Highway Administration and the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency approved the air quality conformity determination that includes the 
Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel demand model that 
produced the traffic projections used in the traffic analysis for the project (see 
page 3-27 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement). Traffic projections 
are regularly updated by the Maricopa Association of Governments. The traffic 
projections in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement are from a model 
adopted in 2011. The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new 
population, employment, housing, and traffic projections in June 2013. The new 
data are presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on 
page 1-11.

117 See responses to specific comments following.
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118 Purpose and Need Chapter 1 shows that there is a need for a major transportation facility (an action 
alternative) within the Study Area today and that without a major transportation 
facility in the Study Area in the future (the No-Action Alternative), the region 
would continue to suffer even greater congestion, traffic delays, and impacts 
on the movement of people and goods and the delivery of services. Capacity 
deficiencies would be substantially greater in the foreseeable future under 
No-Action when compared against the action alternatives.

119 Impacts The comment provides no specifics. The Arizona Department of Transportation 
and Federal Highway Administration have included mitigation measures based 
on the level of impact associated with the proposed action. These mitigation 
measures have been coordinated and reviewed by local, regional, State, and federal 
agencies. Specific responses are made to specific comments later in this document.

120 Alternatives The Arizona Department of Transportation, with concurrence from the Federal 
Highway Administration, has determined that the proposed freeway (as made up 
by the W59 and E1 Alternatives) is the appropriate solution to the transportation 
problem identified in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
All of the alternatives were subject to a thorough evaluation using a 
multidisciplinary set of criteria in accordance with National Environmental Policy 
Act and Federal Highway Administration guidance.
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121 Purpose and Need The analyses in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement used socioeconomic 
and traffic projections at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis zone 
levels. At the time of publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
Census 2010-based socioeconomic data at the regional analysis zone and traffic 
analysis zone levels had not been adopted by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments and were not available to the project team. Therefore, the data 
used in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were the most appropriate 
information available.
The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new population, 
employment, housing, and traffic projections in June 2013. The new data are 
presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-11. 
The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated 
using these new socioeconomic projections and corresponding projections related 
to regional traffic. While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a 
lower anticipated population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous 
projections, the conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
were validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 3, 
Alternatives). The traffic analysis demonstrated that the proposed project is needed 
today and will continue to be needed into the future. 
Chapter 1 shows that there is a need for a major transportation facility (an action 
alternative) within the Study Area today and that without a major transportation 
facility in the Study Area in the future (the No-Action Alternative), the region 
would continue to suffer even greater congestion, traffic delays, and impacts 
on the movement of people and goods and the delivery of services. The Arizona 
Department of Transportation, with concurrence from the Federal Highway 
Administration, has determined that the proposed freeway (as made up by the 
W59 and E1 Alternatives) is the appropriate solution to the transportation 
problem identified in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

121
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122 Purpose and Need The historical growth in the Maricopa Association of Governments region is 
discussed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, beginning on page 1-5. 
Critical factors such as available land, mild climate, affordable cost of living, and 
employment opportunities that led to the historical growth rates in the region 
remain unchanged. 
The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new population, 
employment, housing, and traffic projections in June 2013. The new data are 
presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-11. 
The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated 
using these new socioeconomic projections and corresponding projections related 
to regional traffic. While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a 
lower anticipated population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous 
projections, the conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
were validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 3, 
Alternatives). The traffic analysis demonstrated that the proposed project is needed 
today and will continue to be needed into the future. 

123 Purpose and Need The analyses in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement used socioeconomic 
and traffic projections at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis zone 
levels. At the time of publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
Census 2010-based socioeconomic data at the regional analysis zone and traffic 
analysis zone levels had not been adopted by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments and were not available to the project team. Therefore, the data 
used in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were the most appropriate 
information available.
The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new population, 
employment, housing, and traffic projections in June 2013. The new data are 
presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-11. 
The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated 
using these new socioeconomic projections and corresponding projections related 
to regional traffic. While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a 
lower anticipated population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous 
projections, the conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
were validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 3, 
Alternatives). The traffic analysis demonstrated that the proposed project is needed 
today and will continue to be needed into the future. 
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123

123 
(cont.)

Under the National Environmental Policy Act, it is common for new data to avail 
itself and to, therefore, update the environmental impact statement as new data 
become available. It is not a requirement, however, to stop the environmental 
impact statement process in its entirety to wait for new information to become 
available. Completing an environmental impact statement under those terms 
would be quite difficult and, arguably, the public would not receive benefits 
associated with a proposed public infrastructure action. In this case, the project 
team experts were aware that socioeconomic projections were to be made 
available but it was likely (based on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
content and processes and a qualitative understanding of what the updated 
information would show and reveal) that conclusions affected by such data would 
not substantially change. The team undertook a quite acceptable, common, and 
understood practice of publishing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
while new data was developing and then present the new information in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. The new information would not automatically 
assume the need for a supplemental document.
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124 Purpose and Need Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, follows Federal Highway Administration guidance with 
respect to complying with the National Environmental Policy Act, which is to define 
the transportation problem. This Draft Environmental Impact Statement chapter 
analyzing the purpose and need for the proposed action does not identify a specific 
facility as the solution. That is addressed in Chapter 3. The comment notes that 
it is unlikely that growth will occur at a steady pace. First, there is no basis upon 
which this statement is made. Regardless, as illustrated in Chapter 1 of the Draft 
and Final Environmental Impact Statement, historical growth rates and trends are 
described that support the idea that growth has not occurred at a steady pace but 
is subject to external factors such as new technology, changes in market conditions, 
cost of living. However, the growth model for future planning purposes does take 
historical growth trends and “level” them out; a common practice in growth models 
used by metropolitan planning organizations such as the Maricopa Association of 
Governments.

125 Purpose and Need Nowhere in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is reference made that 
the proposed action is needed to comply with the Regional Transportation Plan. The 
analysis of purpose and need would have ended the environmental impact statement 
process at that point if a need in the form of a transportation problem had not been 
identified, and this is disclosed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. As 
observed in the comment, this information is provided for historical perspective. 
That is why it is presented in the section, Historical Context of the Proposed Action. 
By objectively examining travel in the region and establishing need as presented in 
Chapter 1 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the alternatives process 
focused on a systematic, sequential, interdisciplinary approach to establishing a 
range of reasonable alternatives. An incidental benefit of the results as presented in 
text beginning on page 3-35 is consistency with local planning. In fact, as disclosed 
in Chapter 1, it is further explained that the analysis of purpose and need would have 
ended the environmental impact statement process at that point if a need in the form 
of a transportation problem had not been identified.

126 Purpose and Need The analyses in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement used socioeconomic 
and traffic projections at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis zone 
levels. At the time of publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
Census 2010-based socioeconomic data at the regional analysis zone and traffic 
analysis zone levels had not been adopted by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments and were not available to the project team. Therefore, the data used in 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were the most appropriate information 
available. The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new population, 
employment, housing, and traffic projections in June 2013. The new data are 
presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-11.
The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated 
using these new socioeconomic projections and corresponding projections related 
to regional traffic. While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a 
lower anticipated population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous 
projections, the conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
were validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 3, 
Alternatives). The traffic analysis demonstrated that the proposed project is needed 
today and will continue to be needed into the future.
Information related to the origin and destination, including pass-thru, of vehicles that 
would use the proposed freeway is presented in Figure 3-18 on page 3-36 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement.
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126 
(cont.)

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, a range of reasonable 
action alternatives to carry forward for further analysis was determined through 
application of multidisciplinary criteria in a logical, step-wise progression. 
Alternatives were not disposed of or dismissed without a thorough evaluation using 
the multidisciplinary criteria outlined in the alternatives development and screening 
process presented in Chapter 3 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The 
preferred alternative was the outcome to this process. Text beginning on page 3-26 of 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement establishes conclusions associated with 
the process. 

127 Purpose and Need The comment states that “Clearly travel from the southwest is oriented to the 
north and east, rather than to the west.” First, there is no basis upon which this 
statement is made. The purpose of a major transportation facility in the Study 
Area is to help address increased travel from the southwest to the east. The major 
transportation facility would provide an alternate route to congested portions 
of Interstate 10. The purpose and need analysis as described in Chapter 1 of the 
Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements confirmed the Study Area as 
the appropriate area in which to define the transportation problem. While other 
transportation problems may existing in the region’s transportation network, this 
environmental impact statement process focused appropriately on the identified 
problem in the southwest region of the Phoenix metropolitan area.

128 Alternatives The purpose and need analysis as described in Chapter 1 of the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements confirmed the Study Area as the appropriate 
area in which to define the transportation problem. While other transportation 
problems may existing in the region’s transportation network, this environmental 
impact statement process focused appropriately on the identified problem in the 
southwest region of the Phoenix metropolitan area. 
As stated in text in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, beginning on 
page 3-27, the proposed freeway would appropriately shift traffic from some other 
freeway segments and the arterial network. Figure 3-12, in this section, illustrates 
positive effects on arterial roads such as the referenced Baseline Road.

129 Purpose and Need In response to the comment, the reader is referred to both Chapters 1 and 3 of the 
Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements. Text in each of these chapters 
speaks specifically to the context of purpose and need in terms of the four bulleted 
points in the comment. The proposed freeway would alleviate identified capacity 
deficiency, would enhance the circulation needs with the Study Area, would serve 
commuter travel, and would accommodate truck traffic at vehicle mix percentages 
similar to those percentages found throughout the region’s freeway network. 

127
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130 See response to specific comments below.

131 See response to specific comments below.

132 Purpose and Need The analyses in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement used socioeconomic 
and traffic projections at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis zone 
levels. At the time of publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
Census 2010-based socioeconomic data at the regional analysis zone and traffic 
analysis zone levels had not been adopted by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments and were not available to the project team. Therefore, the data 
used in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were the most appropriate 
information available.
The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new population, 
employment, housing, and traffic projections in June 2013. The new data are 
presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-11. 
The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated 
using these new socioeconomic projections and corresponding projections related 
to regional traffic. While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a 
lower anticipated population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous 
projections, the conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
were validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 3, 
Alternatives). The traffic analysis demonstrated that the proposed project is needed 
today and will continue to be needed into the future.
Past determinations surrounding the alternatives development and screening 
process, including the reasons for the elimination of alternatives, as outlined 
in Chapter 3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, were reviewed 
for appropriateness based on the new data and were determined to remain 
appropriate screening determinations.
The noted duplicate criterion has been deleted from the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement.

133 See response to specific comments below.

134 Alternatives As stated on page 3-40 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the 
No-Action Alternative would not satisfy the purpose and need of the proposed 
action because it would result in further difficulty in gaining access to adjacent 
land uses, increased difficulty in gaining access to Interstate and regional freeway 
systems from the local arterial street network, increased levels of congestion-
related impacts, continued degradation in performance of regional freeway-
dependent transit services, increased trip times, and higher user costs. Further, 
the No-Action Alternative would be inconsistent with Maricopa Association 
of Governments’ and local jurisdictions’ long-range planning and policies. The 
No-Action Alternative was included in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements for detailed study to compare impacts of the action alternatives 
with the consequences of doing nothing (impacts can result from choosing to do 
nothing).
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135 Alternatives According to 23 Code of Federal Regulations §771.111(f),” the action evaluated 
in the environmental impact statement must connect logical termini and be of 
sufficient length to address environmental matters on a broad scope…”. The 
proposed action should satisfy the project need and should be considered in 
the context of the local area socioeconomics and topography, the future travel 
demand, and other infrastructure improvements in the area. A partial freeway from 
Interstate 10 (Papago Freeway) to Laveen Village is not feasible because it would not 
meet the proposed freeway’s identified purpose and need.
Construction of Carver Road between 59th and 51st avenues is included in the City 
of Phoenix General Plan transportation element.
Improving 51st Avenue between Carver Road and Pecos Road would require 
permission of the Gila River Indian Community. Any alternative on Gila River Indian 
Community land must consider tribal sovereignty. Tribal sovereignty is based in the 
inherent authority of Native American tribes to govern themselves. While this notion 
of sovereignty is manifested in many areas, generally Native American land is held 
in trust by the United States. Native American communities have the authority to 
regulate land uses and activities on their lands. States have very limited authority 
over activities within tribal land (see page 2-1 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). From a practical standpoint, this means that the Arizona Department 
of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration do not have the authority 
to survey tribal land, make land use (including transportation) determinations 
directly affecting tribal land, or condemn tribal land for public benefit through an 
eminent domain process. Based on previous comments from the Gila River Indian 
Community related to pass-through traffic using 51st Avenue, the Gila River Indian 
Community would not support any activities that would increase unwanted traffic 
through its communities.
Extending Pecos Road to 51st Avenue would not be feasible because a portion 
would be located on Gila River Indian Community land, and the Gila River Indian 
Community has not provided permission to construct a facility on its land. Based on 
previous comments from the Gila River Indian Community related to pass-through 
traffic using 51st Avenue, the Gila River Indian Community would not support any 
activities that would increase unwanted traffic through its communities.
Improvements to the arterial street system in the southwestern area (Laveen and 
Estrella Villages) are planned in the City of Phoenix General Plan.
For these reasons, alternatives similar to the hybrid alternative proposed in the 
comment were eliminated from detailed study. 

136 Alternatives Dismissal of all alternatives affecting Gila River Indian Community land is 
appropriate. The act by the Gila River Indian Community of not allowing alternatives 
on its land is sufficient evaluation. The Gila River Indian Community has consistently 
stated (beginning in 2000, with a Community Council resolution) that it is not 
interested in an alternative on its land. See Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Chapter 2, Gila River Indian Community Coordination.
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137

138

139

136 
(cont.)

Tribal sovereignty is based in the inherent authority of Native American tribes to 
govern themselves. While this notion of sovereignty is manifested in many areas, 
generally Native American land is held in trust by the United States. Native American 
communities have the authority to regulate land uses and activities on their lands. 
States have very limited authority over activities within tribal land (see page 2-1 
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement). From a practical standpoint, 
this means that the Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway 
Administration do not have the authority to survey tribal land, make land use 
(including transportation) determinations directly affecting tribal land, or condemn 
tribal land for public benefit through an eminent domain process. 

137 Alternatives All of the design options and refinements (such as tunnel and bridge options and 
depressed freeway options) considered in the Third-Tier screening were revisited 
after the determination to change the proposed freeway from ten to eight lanes. 
The comparisons presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement section, 
Depressed Freeway Options, reflect an eight-lane freeway concept for the at-grade/
elevated profile and the depressed profile. 

138 Quote from Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

139 Drainage As noted on page 3-18 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, drainage 
served as the primary design constraint for the Pecos Road segment of the 
E1 Alternative. Assessments were performed to determine constructibility and 
effectiveness in avoiding or reducing impacts and to evaluate whether a depressed 
profile would generate other desired or undesired outcomes. Based on the 
results of these assessments, further design options were developed and refined 
in attempts to reduce impacts on the adjacent community. The modifications 
incorporated alternative drainage designs, use of retaining walls, and other 
features to reduce right-of-way requirements.
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140 Alternatives In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, a range of reasonable 
action alternatives to carry forward for further analysis was determined through 
application of multidisciplinary criteria in a logical, step-wise progression. As 
noted in Table 3-5 on page 3-12 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
the Ray Road and Chandler Boulevard alternatives would result in hundreds of 
residential and business displacements and would split the Ahwatukee Foothills 
Village. For these reasons, the two alternatives were eliminated from detailed 
study.

141 Alternatives In the Eastern Section, the initial screening identified clear, undesirable aspects 
of the alternatives, with only the E1 Alternative being prudent and feasible. In the 
Western Section, the three action alternatives studied in detail each had positive 
and negative aspects, however none were substantial enough to eliminate the 
alternative (or other alternatives). The Draft Environmental Impact Statement is 
a summary of technical analyses providing the necessary details associated with 
the decision-making process. Additional details and quantities are documented 
in technical reports and memos. Alternatives were not disposed of or dismissed 
without a thorough evaluation using the multidisciplinary criteria outlined in the 
alternatives development and screening process. 

142 Alternatives The Draft Environmental Impact Statement is a summary of technical analyses 
providing the necessary details associated with the decision-making process. 
Additional details and quantities are documented in technical reports and memos. 
Alternatives were not disposed of or dismissed without a thorough evaluation 
using the multidisciplinary criteria outlined in the alternatives development and 
screening process. 
Improvements to other freeway corridors such as Interstate 10, other new freeways 
such as State Route 303 Loop, arterial street improvements, and expansion of 
the existing bus and light rail systems are included in the Regional Transportation 
Plan. See discussion beginning on page 1-9 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. The analysis of future conditions includes the assumption that all of 
the planned improvements identified in the Regional Transportation Plan would be in 
place by 2035. Draft Environmental Impact Statement Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, 
concludes that, even with these improvement in place, there is a clear need for a 
major transportation facility in the Study Area.
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143 Alternatives The analyses in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement used socioeconomic 
and traffic projections at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis zone 
levels. At the time of publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
Census 2010-based socioeconomic data at the regional analysis zone and traffic 
analysis zone levels had not been adopted by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments and were not available to the project team. Therefore, the data 
used in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were the most appropriate 
information available. 
The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new population, 
employment, housing, and traffic projections in June 2013. The new data are 
presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-11. 
While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a lower anticipated 
population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous projections, the 
need for the freeway has not changed. The traffic analysis demonstrated that the 
proposed project is needed today and will continue to be needed into the future. 
Past determinations surrounding the alternatives development and screening 
process, including the reasons for the elimination of alternatives, as outlined 
in Chapter 3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, were reviewed 
for appropriateness based on the new data and were determined to remain 
appropriate screening determinations. The Interstate 8/State Route 85 Alternative 
is in place today and will be in place in the future as an alternative route for 
motorists to use to bypass the entire Phoenix metropolitan area. The alternative 
serves that purpose, but provides no benefits to support regional travel within the 
Phoenix metropolitan area. For this reason, it was eliminated from further study.

144 Alternatives The Regional Transportation Plan is not the primary source of funding for expansion 
of the arterial street system. Funding for the arterial street system generally comes 
from the local jurisdiction or through impact fees for development. It is anticipated 
that the arterial street network in the Study Area will be expanded in this same 
manner. The Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel demand 
model includes assumptions related to arterial street expansion based on local 
jurisdiction general planning. In the case of the Study Area, it is assumed that most 
of the arterial street network would be built out by 2035. Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, concludes that, even with these 
improvement in place, there is a clear need for a major transportation facility in 
the Study Area.
The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new population, 
employment, housing, and traffic projections in June 2013. The new data are 
presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-11. 
The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated 
using these new socioeconomic projections and corresponding projections related 
to regional traffic. While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a 
lower anticipated population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous 
projections, the conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
were validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 3, 
Alternatives). The traffic analysis demonstrated that the proposed project is needed 
today and will continue to be needed into the future. 
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146

147

148

149

150

151

145 Alternatives Alternatives were not disposed of or dismissed without a thorough evaluation 
using the multidisciplinary criteria outlined in the alternatives development and 
screening process. 
A thorough feasible and prudent avoidance analysis of the South Mountains was 
conducted as presented in Chapter 5 of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements and concluded avoidance to the direct use of the resource was not 
feasible and prudent. In support of this response and given the concerns about 
the South Mountains, consider the following review from the U.S. Department of 
the Interior on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement: “Following our review 
of the Section 4(f) Evaluation, we concur that there is no feasible or prudent 
alternative to the Preferred Alternative selected in the document, and that all 
measures have been taken to minimize harm to these resources.” The complete 
letter can be found in Appendix 7, Volume III, on page B4.

146 Purpose and Need As pointed out in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on page S-1, in the 
sidebar, “What you will find in the Summary chapter,” the text in the Summary is not 
the “final word,” and readers are urged to turn to the main text when questions 
about Summary content arise. It is clear, as pointed out in Chapter 3, Alternatives, 
that a beneficial outcome of the alternatives screening process—a “… logical, 
sequential, step-by-step process using data and expertise from multiple disciplines 
…” (page 3-27)—was that the mode determined to be appropriate for addressing 
the identified transportation problem was a highway that, in turn, was consistent 
with local and regional plans (as supported by stakeholder jurisdictions).
Nowhere in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is reference made that 
the proposed action is needed to comply with the Regional Transportation Plan. 
The analysis of the proposed action’s purpose and need would have ended the 
environmental impact statement process at that point if a need in the form of a 
transportation problem had not been identified, and this is disclosed in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement.

147 Design A typical section is provided in Figure S-9 on page S-10 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. As noted on page S-8 at the end of the section, Action 
Alternatives, “Chapter 3, Alternatives, has detailed descriptions of features of the 
alternatives.” This information begins on page 3-40 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement.

148 Design Agree.

149 Design This information is presented in Chapter 3 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. Descriptions of the horizontal and vertical alignments of the action 
alternatives are provided, beginning on page 3-40. Graphical depictions are shown 
in Figures 3-20 to 3-25.

150 Design This information is presented in the Summary Chapter of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement; see Figure S-8. It is also presented in Chapter 3; see Figure 3-28.

151 Design The inclusion of park-and-ride lots is not part of the scope of the proposed action. 
No new park-and-ride lots are proposed as part of the proposed action. Locations 
of future park-and-ride lots would be determined by the City of Phoenix and Valley 
Metro.
As described in the responses above, the elements of the proposed freeway and 
the potential action alternatives were described in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement.
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152 Purpose and Need The analyses in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement used socioeconomic 
and traffic projections at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis zone 
levels. At the time of publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
Census 2010-based socioeconomic data at the regional analysis zone and traffic 
analysis zone levels had not been adopted by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments and were not available to the project team. Therefore, the data 
used in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were the most appropriate 
information available.
The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new population, 
employment, housing, and traffic projections in June 2013. The new data are 
presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-11. 
The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated 
using these new socioeconomic projections and corresponding projections related 
to regional traffic. While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a 
lower anticipated population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous 
projections, the conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
were validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 3, 
Alternatives). The traffic analysis demonstrated that the proposed project is needed 
today and will continue to be needed into the future. 
All impact analyses affected by the updated socioeconomic data, including air 
quality and noise, were updated accordingly and those updates are reflected 
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Determinations relating to the 
identification of the Preferred Alternative were also confirmed in accounting for 
the new population, employment, housing, and traffic projections. 

153 See responses to specific comments below.

154 Traffic The determination to not include an interchange at 32nd Street was made in 
coordination with the City of Phoenix (see Figure 3-8 on page 3-15 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement). The interchange would have displaced over 
100 homes and would have been located near an existing high school.
In 2006, the City of Phoenix conducted a traffic circulation study to evaluate the 
impacts of the proposed freeway on the local street system, including the shift of 
access to Foothills Reserve and Calabrea from Pecos Road to Chandler Boulevard. 
The City study found no adverse effects on the local street system from the 
freeway (see Appendix 3-1 in the Final Environmental Impact Statement).
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155 Design The Chandler Boulevard extension was developed in close coordination with 
the City of Phoenix and supports the ultimate lane configuration and planned 
development in the area. 

156 Design Additional local roads would be constructed along with the development of this 
land (as identified in the City’s General Plan). 

157 Design Reasonable access would remain to the noted developments. The travel time 
savings as a product of using the South Mountain Freeway in comparison to use 
of Pecos Road would likely offset any additional travel time attributable to the 
change in access.
Emergency responders would address the construction of the proposed freeway by 
amending the local emergency response plan to include the facility.155
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158 Traffic The proposed freeway would include improvements along arterial streets at 
interchange locations to facilitate the movement of traffic on, off, and across the 
freeway. The arterial street improvements are included within the right-of-way 
footprint used for the analysis of impacts.

159 Traffic The third bullet in the third column on page 3-51 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement states that “The diamond interchange configuration (see sidebar 
on page 3-14) was used to evaluate service traffic interchange needs.”
The assumption that there would be no access to the Gila River Indian Community 
to the south is incorrect. At 40th Street, there is an existing road to the south, 
and the planned interchange at that location would provide access onto Gila River 
Indian Community land. Similarly, the interchanges at 24th Street, Desert Foothills 
Parkway, and 17th Avenue would be constructed to allow for future connections 
from Gila River Indian Community land. The initial layout would be similar to the 
interchanges at State Route 202L (Red Mountain Freeway) and Dobson Road. 
Figure 3-28 indicated whether the interchanges would include full access or half 
access. 
In some locations, a single-point urban interchange or other interchange type may 
be used to address higher traffic volumes. The determination of the interchange 
type would be made during final design in coordination with the local jurisdiction.

160 Traffic Existing traffic volumes on the City of Phoenix’s streets is available at the City’s 
Web site, <phoenix.gov/streets/traffic/volumemap>. 
In 2006, the City of Phoenix conducted a traffic circulation study to evaluate the 
impacts of the proposed freeway on the local street system. The City study found 
no adverse effects on the local street system from the freeway (see Appendix 3-1 in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement).

161 Traffic Emergency responders would address the construction of the proposed freeway 
by amending the local emergency response plan to include the facility. This would 
include emergency response on the freeway and alternative routes for diversion of 
traffic in the event that an incident occurred along the freeway.
As concluded in the section, Social Conditions, in Chapter 4 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, response times for police, fire, and medical 
emergency services would be faster when compared with response times under the 
No-Action Alternative. Circulation on major arterial streets would be improved 
through better distribution of traffic onto the overall transportation network, the 
provision of alternative routes, and through localized operational improvements 
such as grade separations and planned interchanges.

162 Traffic In addition to access from 40th Street, access to the park-and-ride lot would 
be provided off of the westbound on-ramp. This is similar to the park-and-ride 
operations at Happy Valley Road and Interstate 17. Bus operations and circulation 
would continue to operate as-is today. Traffic operational characteristics along 
40th Street and at the Cottonwood Lane intersection would not be adversely 
affected by the freeway. The park-and-ride lot has been expanded to its ultimate 
configuration.
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163 Traffic The determination to not include an interchange at 32nd Street was made in 
coordination with the City of Phoenix (see Figure 3-8 on page 3-15 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement). The interchange would displace more than 
100 homes and would have been located near an existing high school. In 2006, 
the City of Phoenix conducted a traffic circulation study to evaluate the impacts 
of the proposed freeway on the local street system, including the shift of access to 
Foothills Reserve and Calabrea from Pecos Road to Chandler Boulevard. The City 
study found no adverse effects on the local street system from the freeway (see 
Appendix 3-1 in the Final Environmental Impact Statement). The storage facility 
is located on Gila River Indian Community land and would not be displaced. 
Reasonable access to the facility would remain available from 32nd Street, 
Chandler Boulevard, and other east–west local streets. A grade-separated bridge 
would be constructed for the freeway to go over 32nd Street.

164 Construction Information related to haul routes, number of trucks, traffic routing, and 
detouring is discussed in general terms because more detailed information is 
not available. These details depend highly on the construction sequencing and 
construction methods, which have not been determined at this stage in the 
process. As noted on page 6-23 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
during construction, the Arizona Department of Transportation typically holds 
information meetings at the beginning of construction activities regarding the 
upcoming improvements and work schedules. The public can be informed through 
construction updates/newsletters or many other means.
The Arizona Department of Transportation is evaluating construction delivery 
methods for the proposed freeway. One concept is to deliver it as a single design-
build project. This method would accelerate the construction duration for the 
entire project to around 3 to 3.5 years. Another concept would be to deliver 
the project in a more traditional method, breaking the 22-mile corridor into 
nine segments (each 1 to 3 miles long) and constructing them in phases. Each 
segment would be under construction for 1 to 3 years, and the total construction 
duration for the entire corridor would be 5 to 6 years. A discussion of construction 
implementation is provided beginning on page 3-59 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement. Any particular area of the Preferred Alternative would not be 
expected to see construction activities beyond an approximate 2-year period. 

165 Implementation The Arizona Department of Transportation is evaluating construction delivery 
methods for the proposed freeway. One concept is to deliver it as a single design-
build project. This method would accelerate the construction duration for the 
entire project to around 3 to 3.5 years. Another concept would be to deliver 
the project in a more traditional method, breaking the 22-mile corridor into 
nine segments (each 1 to 3 miles long) and constructing them in phases. Each 
segment would be under construction for 1 to 3 years, and the total construction 
duration for the entire corridor would be 5 to 6 years. A discussion of construction 
implementation is provided beginning on page 3-59 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement. Any particular area of the Preferred Alternative would not be 
expected to see construction activities beyond an approximate 2-year period.
As noted in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on page 3-59, 
“Construction sequencing and duration could change based on several factors, 
including funding availability, traffic volumes, coordination with other major 
freeway projects, earthwork balancing, utility relocation schedules, and regional 
priorities.”
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166 Implementation The Arizona Department of Transportation is evaluating construction delivery 
methods for the proposed freeway. One concept is to deliver it as a single design-
build project. This method would accelerate the construction duration for the 
entire project to around 3 to 3.5 years. Another concept would be to deliver 
the project in a more traditional method, breaking the 22-mile corridor into 
nine segments (each 1 to 3 miles long) and constructing them in phases. Each 
segment would be under construction for 1 to 3 years, and the total construction 
duration for the entire corridor would be 5 to 6 years. A discussion of construction 
implementation is provided beginning on page 3-59 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement. Any particular area of the Preferred Alternative would not be 
expected to see construction activities beyond an approximate 2-year period. 
As noted in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on page 3-59, 
“Construction sequencing and duration could change based on several factors, 
including funding availability, traffic volumes, coordination with other major 
freeway projects, earthwork balancing, utility relocation schedules, and regional 
priorities.”

167 Traffic The quote noted in the comment was changed in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement to be consistent with a similar statement made in the caption to 
Figure 3-18: “Seventy-three percent of travelers anticipated to use the proposed 
action would be involved in trips beginning or ending in the Study Area itself or 
in the areas immediately surrounding it.” The figure does accurately portray the 
locations of the cities included in the different areas. The observations in the 
comment further support that the proposed action would serve regional travel 
from the southwestern to southeastern portions of the region (not just internal 
Study Area travel). It should also be noted that by definition, these freeway users 
would not include traffic from Laveen Village to Interstate 10 (Papago Freeway) 
or from Ahwatukee Foothills Village to Interstate 10 (Maricopa Freeway). So, 
the 15 percent of trips identified in the comment as Study Area-originated are by 
motorists making trips to the other side of the South Mountains. 

168 See responses to specific comments below.
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169 Purpose and Need The purpose and need criteria for the proposed action address regional problems, 
not just problems localized in the Study Area. For this reason, it is appropriate to 
include cut lines within and in proximity to the Study Area to better understand 
the distribution of trips in the region.

170 Traffic The itemized list of traffic volumes by facility has been added to the Traffic 
Overview Report as an appendix. 

171 Traffic As indicated in the responses below, the identified cut lines were selected to 
present specific travel patterns and are appropriate for the analysis of the 
proposed action.

172 Traffic Cut line 2 is included to evaluate demand across the Salt River. The proposed 
changes, eliminating the proposed State Route 30 crossing and the Interstate 10 
crossing, would discount two major crossings of the Salt River. 

173 Traffic The cut lines as presented represent industry standard practice and were 
developed in conjunction with leaders of traffic analysis practice in Arizona. 
The proposed changes would not provide any benefits to the analysis or results. 
Subdividing the cut lines would eliminate their usefulness in evaluating regional 
traffic, which is their purpose.

174 Traffic The project development process includes detailed analyses of the freeway 
operational characteristics, including weaving areas along the entire freeway. 
Basic level of service information is presented in Figure 3-39 on page 3-63 of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. In the figure, the noted section is shown 
to experience less than 2 hours of level of service E or F conditions during the 
morning and evening commuting periods.
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175 Traffic To mitigate this issue, the on-ramp from Interstate 10 would be extended beyond 
the 40th Street exit ramp to allow traffic to merge onto the State Route 202L main 
line. 

176 Traffic The preliminary design of the action alternatives is at a sufficient detail to 
ensure constructibility and operational feasibility. The analyses to support the 
environmental impact statement process included weaving considerations in the 
operational performance of the action alternatives.

177 Traffic The comment incorrectly attributes the quoted text to the purpose and need for 
the proposed action when it is identified as being criteria that the Gila River Indian 
Community Governor requested to be addressed by an alignment on Gila River 
Indian Community land. The “reduction of truck and commuter traffic on 51st 
Avenue and the Beltline Highway” is consistent with a project goal as disclosed 
in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement of promoting better distribution 
of traffic onto the overall transportation network; better distribution does not 
equate to a “bypass”.

178 Traffic It is reasonable to conclude trucks using 51st Avenue are doing so currently to 
bypass downtown Phoenix. In other words, the bypass of Interstate 10 through 
downtown Phoenix is already occurring on streets not intended for such use. The 
proposed freeway would not introduce another bypass route but would better 
distribute regional and local traffic on the regional network.
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179 Trucks It is expected that “true” through-truck traffic (not having to stop in the 
metropolitan area) would continue to use the faster, designated, and posted 
bypass system of Interstate 8 and State Route 85. That the proposed freeway 
would avoid congestion along Interstate 10 would not seem material to trucks 
currently using the Interstate 8/State Route 85 bypass. 

180 Purpose and Need The proposed freeway is part of a transportation system developed to improve 
mobility in the region by increasing capacity and allowing traffic—including truck 
traffic—to access a segment of the “loop” system (see pages 1-21, 1-22, 3-1, and 
3-3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement) in the Phoenix metropolitan 
area. The proposed South Mountain Freeway would be a commuter corridor, 
helping to move local traffic. As with all other freeways in the region, trucks 
would use it for the through-transport of freight, for transport to and from 
distribution centers, and for transport to support local commerce. Nevertheless, 
the primary vehicles using the proposed freeway would be automobiles. The 
Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel demand model projects 
that truck traffic would represent approximately 10 percent of the total traffic on 
the proposed freeway, similar to what is currently experienced on other regional 
freeways such as Interstate 10, State Route 101L, and U.S. Route 60. As disclosed 
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, it is expected that “true” through-
truck traffic (not having to stop in the metropolitan area) would continue to 
use the faster, designated, and posted bypass system of Interstate 8 and State 
Route 85 (see page 3-64 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).

181 Trucks Among the factors considered in this study were 1) the amount of truck traffic 
that would be generated if an action alternative were to become the Selected 
Alternative and 2) that traffic’s potential impact on the surrounding community. 
The Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel demand model 
forecasts approximately 10 percent truck traffic on the South Mountain Freeway 
in 2035 (see Final Environmental Impact Statement page 3-64). This percentage is 
similar to current conditions on Interstate 10 between Loop 101 and Interstate 17 
and on U.S. Route 60. Air quality and noise modeling for the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements used this forecast truck traffic (see Final 
Environmental Impact Statement pages 4-68 and 4-100, respectively).

182 Traffic Location #2 in Figure 3-12, on page 3-29 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, indicates that traffic along State Route 202L (Santan Freeway) just 
east of Interstate 10 would experience substantially higher traffic volumes with the 
proposed freeway when compared with conditions without the proposed freeway. 
This is an intended outcome for the region’s freeway system. The project team 
does not anticipate that “all vehicles” would use State Route 202L; a large volume 
of traffic would continue to use U.S. Route 60 and Interstate 10 (see Figure 3-12).

183 Trucks Among the factors considered in this study were 1) the amount of truck traffic 
that would be generated if an action alternative were to become the Selected 
Alternative and 2) that traffic’s potential impact on the surrounding community. 
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183 
(cont.)

The Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel demand model 
forecasts approximately 10 percent truck traffic on the South Mountain Freeway 
in 2035 (see Final Environmental Impact Statement page 3-64). This percentage is 
similar to current conditions on Interstate 10 between Loop 101 and Interstate 17 
and on U.S. Route 60. Air quality and noise modeling for the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements used this forecast truck traffic (see Final 
Environmental Impact Statement pages 4-68 and 4-100, respectively). 
Commercial trucks would use the proposed action. As with all other freeways 
in the Maricopa Association of Governments region, trucks would use it for the 
through-transport of freight, for transport to and from distribution centers, and 
for transport to support local commerce. And as with travel on all other freeways 
in the Maricopa Association of Governments region, the primary users of the 
proposed action would be automobiles.
The proposed freeway is part of a transportation system developed to improve 
mobility in the region by increasing capacity and allowing traffic—including truck 
traffic—to access a segment of the “loop” system (see pages 1-21, 1-22, 3-1, and 
3-3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement) in the Phoenix metropolitan 
area. The proposed South Mountain Freeway would be a commuter corridor, 
helping to move local traffic. As with all other freeways in the region, trucks 
would use it for the through-transport of freight, for transport to and from 
distribution centers, and for transport to support local commerce. Nevertheless, 
the primary vehicles using the proposed freeway would be automobiles. The 
Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel demand model projects 
that truck traffic would represent approximately 10 percent of the total traffic on 
the proposed freeway, similar to what is currently experienced on other regional 
freeways such as Interstate 10, State Route 101L, and U.S. Route 60. As disclosed 
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, it is expected that “true” through-
truck traffic (not having to stop in the metropolitan area) would continue to 
use the faster, designated, and posted bypass system of Interstate 8 and State 
Route 85 (see page 3-64 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).

184 Traffic The sidebar, “How are MAG data used in the DEIS?,” on page 1-4 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement explains the citation notations. In general, the 
source of the traffic data is the Maricopa Association of Governments regional 
travel demand model, and analyses were performed using Maricopa Association of 
Governments data as inputs.

185 Traffic The desired information is available in Figure 3-12, on page 3-29 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. This figure presents traffic volumes with and 
without the proposed freeway at locations similar to those noted in the comment.

186 Alternatives The section, Identification of a Preferred Alternative, beginning on page 3-65 of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, provides the logical process that was 
used by decision makers to identify the Preferred Alternatives. A summary of key 
elements of each action alternative is provided in Figure 3-41.
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186 
(cont.)

As stated on page 3-40 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, the 
No-Action Alternative would not satisfy the purpose and need of the proposed 
action because it would result in further difficulty in gaining access to adjacent 
land uses, increased difficulty in gaining access to Interstate and regional freeway 
systems from the local arterial street network, increased levels of congestion-
related impacts, continued degradation in performance of regional freeway-
dependent transit services, increased trip times, and higher user costs. Further, 
the No-Action Alternative would be inconsistent with Maricopa Association 
of Governments’ and local jurisdictions’ long-range planning and policies. The 
No-Action Alternative was included in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements for detailed study to compare impacts of the action alternatives 
with the consequences of doing nothing (impacts can result from choosing to do 
nothing).

187 Alternatives The information on page 3-41 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
provides the elements that were used by decision makers to determine that the 
W71 Alternative would not be the Preferred Alternative. The Arizona Department 
of Transportation, in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration, 
determined that the W59 and W101 Alternatives would provide more benefits than 
would the W71 Alternative. The W71 Alternative was not “eliminated” because it 
is still a viable action alternative; it was just not the Preferred Alternative.

188 Alternatives The information on page 3-41 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
provides the elements that were used by decision makers to determine that the 
W71 Alternative would not be the Preferred Alternative. The Arizona Department 
of Transportation, in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration, 
determined that the W59 and W101 Alternatives would provide more benefits than 
would the W71 Alternative. The W71 Alternative was not “eliminated” because 
it is still a viable action alternative; it was just not the Preferred Alternative. The 
No-Action Alternative is included for detailed study in accordance with National 
Environmental Policy Act requirements to compare beneficial and adverse impacts 
of the action alternatives with those benefits and consequences (adverse impacts) 
of not proceeding with one of the action alternatives. 
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189 Alternatives The comparative analysis was not confined to evaluating purpose and need 
criteria for the proposed action. It had already been determined that the W59 and 
W101 Alternatives met those purpose and need criteria. Otherwise, they would not 
have advanced to this stage of the alternatives development and screening process.
The primary observation is that the W59 Alternative would provide a more direct 
route to the central metropolitan area as compared with the W101 Alternative. 
This is an accurate observation and a point favoring the W59 Alternative.

190 Comment noted.

191 Alternatives The bullets are provided to offset the impacts of each. Neither provides a 
substantial improvement over the other with respect to improvements associated 
with the connections at Interstate 10 (Papago Freeway).

192 Alternatives Further explanation has been provided on page 3-69 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement.

193 Comment noted.

194 Alternatives The breakdown by type of displacement is presented in the section, Displacements 
and Relocations, on page 4-39 in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. See 
Table 4-12. The 733 residential displacements for the W59 Alternative include 680 
multifamily units.
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195 Acquisitions and 
Relocations

The 680 multifamily units have already been counted in the total for the 
W59 Alternative. See Table 4-12, on page 4-39.

196 Traffic Agree.

197 Alternative Comment noted. The identification by the Arizona Department of Transportation, 
with concurrence from the Federal Highway Administration, of the W59/
E1 Alternative as the Preferred Alternative (which includes the W59 Alternative in 
the Western Section of the Study Area) sought to balance agency responsibilities 
to address regional mobility needs while being fiscally responsible and sensitive to 
local communities and environmental conditions. 

198 Comment noted.

199 Comment noted.

200 Alternatives Projects in the Regional Transportation Plan historically have been funded and 
constructed. Therefore, the project is reasonably foreseeable.
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201 Alternatives The cost estimates for all of the action alternatives include contingencies for 
construction and right-of-way. The same assumptions were made for each 
alternative. The estimates are identified as planning-level cost estimates and 
consideration of such estimates is appropriated in the environmental impact 
statement process.

202 Alternatives The Draft Environmental Impact Statement presents the information that was 
used by the Arizona Department of Transportation, with concurrence from the 
Federal Highway Administration, to identify the W59 and E1 Alternatives as the 
Preferred Alternatives.
The No-Action Alternative is included for detailed study in accordance with 
National Environmental Policy Act requirements to compare beneficial and 
adverse impacts of the action alternatives with those benefits and consequences 
(adverse impacts) of not proceeding with one of the action alternatives. (Impacts 
can occur through choosing to do nothing.) The No-Action Alternative would not 
satisfy the purpose and need of the proposed action (see Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement page 3-40) and was, therefore, not identified as the Preferred 
Alternative.
The W71 Alternative was not eliminated; it was determined to be the least 
desirable of the three action alternatives in the Western Section (reasons are noted 
previously).
There is no restriction on what ultimately become the determining factors among 
alternatives. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement presents those factors 
that were actually used by the Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal 
Highway Administration to identify the Preferred Alternative. 
The alternatives development and screening process was sound, and the 
information used was disclosed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
None of the other Eastern Section alternatives identified in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement or new alternatives proposed in the comment 
would change the alternatives development and screening process; they were all 
eliminated from detailed study.

203 Traffic The comparison of traffic operational characteristics between the action 
alternatives and the No-Action Alternative is presented in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, beginning on page 3-27 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. The analysis shows that the action alternatives would: 
• reduce overall traffic on the arterial street system (see Figures 3-12 and 3-13)
• optimize travel on the region’s freeway system (see Figure 3-12)
• reduce the capacity deficiency to levels better than experienced today (see Figures 

1-12 and 3-14)
• reduce the duration of level of service E or F conditions in key areas of the 

region’s freeway system (see Figure 3-15)
• improve travel times on trips within the Study Area and across the region (see 

Figure 3-17 and Table 3-8) 
• provide improved regional mobility for areas projected to experience growth in 

the next 25 years (see Figures 1-7 and 3-18) 
When all of this is considered in the realm of travel time savings for motorists in 
the region, the user benefits approximate $200 million per year (see Table 4-26).
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204 Traffic Because much of the region’s freeway system is congested, merely noting the 
level of service of a segment of freeway would not provide adequate information. 
Therefore, the project team provided the duration of congested conditions 
and defined congested conditions as being level of service E or F. The Arizona 
Department of Transportation typically uses level of service D as a threshold for 
acceptable conditions, so anything in excess of that was determined to be labeled 
as congested. The thresholds used in the analysis were determined in coordination 
with the Maricopa Association of Governments and based on observed traffic 
conditions in the Phoenix metropolitan area.

205 Traffic Capacity levels used in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were based on 
the thresholds used in the Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel 
demand model. The Maricopa Association of Governments model is calibrated to 
reflect conditions on Phoenix metropolitan freeways.

206 Traffic The thresholds used to calculate duration of level of service E or F are provided in 
the Traffic Overview Report in Table 10. This level of detail is appropriate for the 
technical report. 

207 Traffic The Regional Transportation Plan is not the primary source of funding for expansion 
of the arterial street system. Funding for arterial streets generally comes from the 
local jurisdiction or through impact fees for development. It is anticipated that the 
arterial street network within the Study Area will be expanded in this same manner. 
The Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel demand model includes 
assumptions related to arterial street expansion based on local jurisdiction general 
planning. In the case of the Study Area, it is assumed that most of the arterial 
street network would be built out by 2035. Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, concludes 
that even with these improvements in place, there is a clear need for a major 
transportation facility in the Study Area.
The analysis of capacity deficiency (unmet demand) in the region is presented 
in Figures 1-12 and 3-24. The analysis shows that the unmet demand in 2010 is 
19 percent; in 2035, without the proposed freeway, the unmet demand increases to 
24 percent; in 2035, with the proposed freeway, the unmet demand would be only 
18 percent. The cut-line analysis (see Figure 3-13) shows that with the proposed 
freeway there would be a substantial shift in regional travel from arterial streets to 
freeways.
The 41st Street cut line was used as a way to focus the analysis on the east–
west movement that would be influenced by the proposed freeway. The noted 
information from the Maricopa Association of Governments travel demand model 
was used in other analyses.

208 Traffic Because much of the region’s freeway system is congested, merely noting the 
level of service of a segment of freeway would not provide adequate information. 
Therefore, the project team provided the duration of congested conditions 
and defined congested conditions as being level of service E or F. The Arizona 
Department of Transportation typically uses level of service D as a threshold for 
acceptable conditions, so anything in excess of that was determined to be labeled 
as congested. The thresholds used in the analysis were determined in coordination 
with Maricopa Association of Governments and based on observed traffic 
conditions in the Phoenix metropolitan area.
The thresholds used to calculate the duration of level of service E or F are provided 
in the Traffic Overview Report in Table 10.
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209 See response to specific comments below.

210 Trucks As it relates to truck weight limits and transport of hazardous materials, Arizona 
highways, as are most highways across the United States, are open to all kinds of 
traffic, so long as the cargo being carried is in accordance with U.S. Department 
of Transportation regulations for the specific type of cargo. The South Mountain 
Freeway, if implemented, is expected to operate under the same rules as other 
similar facilities in the state; truck traffic would be expected to be permissible (see 
text box on page 4-157 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).
Improvements to State Route 85 are included in the Regional Transportation Plan, 
and the plan is to continue to improve this corridor until it is completely access-
controlled with a freeway section north of the Gila River.
The Regional Transportation Plan is not the primary source of funding for expansion 
of the arterial street system. Funding for arterial streets generally comes from the 
local jurisdiction or through impact fees for development. It is anticipated that the 
arterial street network within the Study Area will be expanded in this same manner. 
The Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel demand model includes 
assumptions related to arterial street expansion based on local jurisdiction general 
planning. In the case of the Study Area, it is assumed that most of the arterial 
street network would be built out by 2035.
The Arizona Department of Transportation has a few locations in the state with 
hazardous cargo restrictions, but these restrictions are based on emergency 
response issues or roadway design limitations specific to that location. For 
example, the Interstate 10 Deck Park Tunnel has certain hazardous cargo 
transport restrictions because of the limited ability for emergency responders to 
address a hazardous materials incident in the tunnel. 

211 See responses to specific comments below.

212 Alternatives The comment infers the transportation problem is congestion in the central 
metropolitan area. As presented in Chapter 1 of the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements, the purpose and need analysis demonstrated a transportation 
problem associated with east-west regional mobility in the southwestern region 
of the Phoenix metropolitan area. The Arizona Department of Transportation, 
with concurrence from the Federal Highway Administration, has determined that 
the South Mountain Freeway (as made up by the W59 and E1 Alternatives) is the 
appropriate solution to the described transportation problem. A contribution of 
the Preferred Alternative to alleviate congestion in the central metropolitan area 
would be an incidental benefit of the project and would support a goal of better 
distribution of regional traffic across the network.

213 Implementation Construction phasing of a project is not an indicator of “consistency.” The location 
and facility type are indicators of consistency. Nowhere in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement is it referenced that the proposed action is needed to comply 
with the Regional Transportation Plan. 

214 Comment noted.
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215 Traffic The analyses in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement used socioeconomic 
and traffic projections at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis zone levels. 
At the time of publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Census 
2010-based socioeconomic data at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis 
zone levels had not been adopted by the Maricopa Association of Governments 
and were not available to the project team. Therefore, the data used in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement were the most appropriate information available.
The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new population, 
employment, housing, and traffic projections in June 2013. The new data are 
presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-11. 
The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated 
using these new socioeconomic projections and corresponding projections related 
to regional traffic. While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a 
lower anticipated population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous 
projections, the conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
were validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 3, 
Alternatives). The traffic analysis demonstrated that the proposed project is needed 
today and will continue to be needed into the future. 
The new projections were also used to update the air and noise analyses for the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (see sections beginning on pages 4-68 and 
4-88, respectively).
All of the alternatives were subject to a thorough evaluation using a 
multidisciplinary set of criteria in accordance with National Environmental Policy 
Act and Federal Highway Administration guidance.
Among the factors considered in this study were 1) the amount of truck traffic 
that would be generated if an action alternative were to become the Selected 
Alternative and 2) that traffic’s potential impact on the surrounding community. 
The right-of-way footprints for the action alternatives include the necessary 
widening of arterial streets connecting to the proposed freeway. Additional traffic-
related impacts have been coordinated with the appropriate local jurisdictions. 
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216 Alternatives All analyses presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement used state-
of-the-practice, scientific community accepted methods, data and assumptions 
and were updated as appropriate as new data and/or regulatory requirements 
were disclosed. Updating analyses throughout an environmental impact statement 
process is common and expected. The Final Environmental Impact Statement 
reflects those updates.
The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration, 
in cooperation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, and the Western Area Power Administration, prepared the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements and Section 4(f) Evaluation in accordance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 [42 United States Code § 4332(2)
(c)], Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 United 
States Code § 303, as amended), and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 
1977 (33 United States Code § 1251). All of these agencies are experienced in the 
review of National Environmental Policy Act documents and have found the logical 
sequence of decision making to be sound and in line with National Environmental 
Policy Act requirements. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 
Section 4(f) Evaluation 1) satisfies Federal Highway Administration and Arizona 
Department of Transportation’s environmental analysis requirements; 2) provides 
a comparison of the social, economic, and environmental impacts that may result 
from implementation of the proposed action—construction and operation of 
a major transportation facility; and 3) identifies measures to avoid, reduce, or 
otherwise mitigate adverse impacts. 

217 Alternatives The No-Action Alternative would not avoid all physical impacts on the 
environment. In contrast, the No-Action Alternative would result in:
• further difficulty in gaining access to adjacent land uses 
• increased difficulty in gaining access to Interstate and regional freeway systems 

from the local arterial street network 
• increased levels of congestion-related impacts such as deterioration of air quality
• continued degradation in performance of regional freeway-dependent transit 

services 
• increased trip times and higher user costs 
For these reasons, the Arizona Department of Transportation, with concurrence 
from the Federal Highway Administration, did not select the No-Action 
Alternative, instead identifying the W59 and E1 Alternatives as the Preferred 
Alternatives.
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218 Exhibits reviewed.
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219 Purpose and Need As discussed beginning on page 1-11 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
the proposed action is needed to serve projected growth in population and 
accompanying transportation demand and to correct existing and projected 
transportation system deficiencies. The analyses in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement used socioeconomic and traffic projections at the regional analysis zone 
and traffic analysis zone levels. At the time of publication of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, Census 2010-based socioeconomic data at the regional analysis 
zone and traffic analysis zone levels had not been adopted by the Maricopa 
Association of Governments and were not available to the project team. Therefore, 
the data used in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were the most 
appropriate information available. As presented in text beginning on page 3-1 of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, a comprehensive alternatives development 
and screening process was undertaken that represented an objective, defensible, 
and fully disclosed logical, sequential, step-by-step process using data and expertise 
from multiple disciplines applied to a comprehensive set of alternatives to establish 
the appropriate range of reasonable alternatives for detailed study in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement.
The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new population, employment, 
housing, and traffic projections in June 2013. The new data are presented in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-11. The purpose and 
need and analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated using these new 
socioeconomic projections and corresponding projections related to regional 
traffic. While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a lower anticipated 
population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous projections, the 
conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement were validated in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 3, Alternatives). The Federal 
Highway Administration and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency approved 
the air quality conformity determination that includes the Maricopa Association of 
Governments regional travel demand model that produced the traffic projections 
used in the traffic analysis for the project (see Final Environmental Impact 
Statement page 3-27). The model projects demand for multiple modes of travel, 
including automobile, bus, and light rail. Driving patterns and alternative modes of 
transportation are among the key model inputs used to forecast travel demand in 
the Study Area.

220 Purpose and Need The parameters for delineation of the Study Area are described in Chapter 1, Purpose 
and Need, of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements as the area 
defining the transportation problem. As presented in the chapter, transportation 
models were used to determine where the characteristics of the transportation 
problem would diminish, and, generally, it is at these locations where the definition 
of the Study Area took shape. This effort was coordinated with stakeholder 
agencies, including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.
The statement that the project team excluded alternatives outside of the Study 
Area is not supported by the facts presented in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. Alternatives considered in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
included many that were located outside of the Study Area. Examples include the 
Riggs Road Alternative (see page 3-9), the State Route 85/Interstate 8 Alternative 
(see page 3-9), the U.S. Route 60 Extension (see page 3-12), the Interstate 10 Spur 
(see page 3-12), and the Central Avenue Tunnel (see page 3-12).

221 Comment noted. Specific comments are addressed below.
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222 Air Quality The data presented in Figure 4-18 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
are included to demonstrate that emissions of criteria pollutants have decreased 
and continue to decrease. More recent data merely make a stronger case that these 
emissions have declined and do not change the conclusion.
The monitoring data presented beginning on page 4-60 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement demonstrate pollutant trends in the Study Area. More recent data 
merely make a stronger case that these emissions have declined and do not change 
the conclusion. Where information was deemed important to decision-making—for 
example, more recent trends in attainment status for various criteria pollutants—that 
information has been included. See for example the discussion on particulate matter 
that begins on page 4-61.
Pinal County is not included in the Study Area and is, therefore, not discussed. 
All nonattainment areas presented in Figure 4-20 on page 4-61 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement are current. As clarification, the title of Figure 4-20 
was changed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement from “Nonattainment
Areas for Particulate Matter, Carbon Monoxide, and Ozone, Maricopa County” to 
“Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas for Particulate Matter, Carbon Monoxide, 
and Ozone, Maricopa County.”
40 Code of Federal Regulations § 93.111(c) was followed to conduct a qualitative 
analysis for particulate matter (PM10) for the proposed action. This analysis complied 
with National Environmental Policy Act requirements for the development of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. In December 2010, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency established transportation conformity guidance for performing 
quantitative particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM10) hot-spot analyses for transportation 
projects and established a 2-year grace period. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
conformity guidance continues to allow qualitative particulate matter (PM10) hot-
spot conformity analyses for analyses that were started before or during the grace 
period and if the final environmental document for the project is issued no more than 
3 years after issuance of the draft environmental document. A particulate matter 
(PM10) qualitative analysis was performed for this project because the initial air quality 
technical analysis report for the proposed action was produced in October 2005. The 
Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration have 
updated the qualitative analysis to a quantitative analysis for the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement to ensure that a state-of-the-art analysis is completed for the 
proposed project. The results of the analysis are summarized in the prologue to 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement (page xiii) and are more fully described 
beginning on page 4-68 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The carbon 
monoxide and particulate matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the proposed 
freeway would not contribute to any new localized violations, increase the frequency 
or severity of any existing violation, or delay timely attainment of the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards or any required interim emissions reductions or other 
milestones.
The mobile source air toxics discussion was also updated to reflect the Federal 
Highway Administration's 2012 guidance. This discussion begins on page 4-77 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement.

223 Traffic There are no federal requirements directed specifically to highway traffic induced 
vibration. All studies the highway agencies have done to assess the impact of 
operational traffic induced vibrations have shown that both measured and predicted 
vibration levels are less than any known criteria for structural damage to buildings. 
The noise analysis was updated for the Final Environmental Impact Statement using 
most recent Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of
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223 
(cont.)

Transportation policy and traffic projections provided by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments in August 2013. This updated analysis begins on page 4-88 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. No substantial differences between the analyses 
presented in the Draft and the Final Environmental Impact Statements resulted.
As stated in the Council on Environmental Quality’s Regulations for Implementing 
the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, environmental 
impact statements should be analytic rather than encyclopedic (40 Code of Federal 
Regulations Part 1502.2(a). Those noise regulations of direct consequence to the 
proposed action were discussed.

224 Groundwater As noted on page 4-97 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, although 
groundwater level data in Ahwatukee Foothills Village were shown from 1972 to 
1992, this information was gathered from the U.S. Geological Survey in 2009. 
Groundwater data in other areas may indeed be more current. This information 
would not alter the conclusions of this section of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement.
The comment is correct that wastewater effluent is not available as a replacement 
source and is not being used. The City of Phoenix did operate a wastewater 
reclamation facility in this area, but it was removed from service and demolished. 
The City of Phoenix still owns the property, but all facilities have been removed 
from the site. Thus, only two water sources are available for irrigation and lake 
supply for the Foothills Community Association: the well that would be acquired 
and potable water from the City of Phoenix. The discussion on page 4-100 
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement has been modified in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement to reflect that reclaimed wastewater would not 
be available; however, the conclusion on page 4-100 is still appropriate. As stated 
on page 4-100 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, “In the event that 
well replacement were to be impossible, Arizona Department of Transportation 
would still replace the water that would be lost through the acquisition.” 

225 Purpose and Need The analyses in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement used socioeconomic 
and traffic projections at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis zone levels. 
At the time of publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Census 
2010-based socioeconomic data at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis 
zone levels had not been adopted by the Maricopa Association of Governments 
and were not available to the project team. Therefore, the data used in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement were the most appropriate information available.
The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new population, 
employment, housing, and traffic projections in June 2013. The new data are 
presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-11. 
The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated 
using these new socioeconomic projections and corresponding projections related 
to regional traffic. While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a 
lower anticipated population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous 
projections, the conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
were validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 3, 
Alternatives). The traffic analysis demonstrated that the proposed project is needed 
today and will continue to be needed into the future. 
The new projections were also used to update the air and noise analyses for the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (see sections beginning on pages 4-68 and 
4-88, respectively).
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226 Air Quality Mobile sources are not regulated for impacts on visibility in Class 1 areas (40 Code 
of Federal Regulations § 51.307).
Quantification of short-term impacts associated with construction or maintenance 
activities is not required; qualitative discussion may be found under Mitigation on 
page 4-85 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.
The proposed high-occupancy vehicle lane is discussed on page 3-19 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement.
Cumulative impacts are discussed on page 4-167 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement.
Vehicle traffic mix projections were provided by Maricopa Association of 
Governments and are consistent with the regional conformity analyses; they are 
discussed in greater detail in the air quality technical report prepared for the 
project. The results of the analyses are summarized in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement and have been updated in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. The air quality analysis has been updated for the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement using most recent Federal Highway Administration and U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency guidance and traffic projections provided 
by the Maricopa Association of Governments in August 2013. This updated 
analysis begins on page 4-68 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. No 
substantial differences between the analyses presented in the Draft and the Final 
Environmental Impact Statements resulted.

Trucks The Maricopa Association of Governments regional travel demand model 
forecasts approximately 10 percent truck traffic on the South Mountain Freeway 
in 2035 (see Final Environmental Impact Statement page 3-64). This percentage is 
similar to current conditions on Interstate 10 between Loop 101 and Interstate 17 
and on U.S. Route 60. Air quality and noise modeling for the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements used this forecast truck traffic (see Final 
Environmental Impact Statement pages 4-68 and 4-100, respectively).

227 Air Quality The maintenance area is discussed in the subsection, Carbon Monoxide, on 
page 4-59 Draft Environmental Impact Statement. As clarification, the title of 
Figure 4-20 was changed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement from 
“Nonattainment Areas for Particulate Matter, Carbon Monoxide, and Ozone, 
Maricopa County” to “Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas for Particulate 
Matter, Carbon Monoxide, and Ozone, Maricopa County.”

228 Air Quality According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the official level of the 
annual nitrogen dioxide standard is 0.053 parts per million. See footnote #2 (epa.
gov/air/criteria.html).
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229 Air Quality The carbon monoxide analysis presented on page 4-65 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement was updated on page 4-75 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement to represent current conditions. The Arizona Department of 
Transportation also conducted a quantitative particulate matter (PM10) hot-
spot analysis that is discussed on page 4-76 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. The carbon monoxide and particulate matter (PM10) analyses 
demonstrated that the proposed freeway would not contribute to any new 
localized violations, increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation, 
or delay timely attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards or any 
required interim emissions reductions or other milestones.
As noted on page 4-76 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, since ozone 
is a regional pollutant, there is no requirement to analyze potential impacts 
and no possibility of localized violations of ozone to occur at the project level. 
The Maricopa Association of Governments is responsible for developing plans 
to reduce emissions of ozone precursors in the Maricopa area. The Preferred 
Alternative is included in the Regional Transportation Plan that has been determined 
by the U.S. Department of Transportation to conform to the State Implementation 
Plan on February 12, 2014.

230 Air Quality Pinal County is not included in the Study Area and is, therefore, not discussed. 
All nonattainment areas presented in Figure 4-20 on page 4-61 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement are current. As clarification, the title of 
Figure 4-20 was changed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement from 
“Nonattainment Areas for Particulate Matter, Carbon Monoxide, and Ozone, 
Maricopa County” to “Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas for Particulate 
Matter, Carbon Monoxide, and Ozone, Maricopa County.”

231 Air Quality As noted in the footnote reference to Figure 4-23, the information was based on 
the Federal Highway Administration publication, Transportation Air Quality Facts 
and Figures, January 2006. The data referenced were from 1999. This figure was 
removed from the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

232 Air Quality As noted in the footnote reference to Figure 4-23, the information was based on 
the Federal Highway Administration publication, Transportation Air Quality Facts 
and Figures, January 2006. This figure was removed from the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement.

233 Air Quality Summary information about the findings of the Joint Air Toxics Assessment Project 
study is provided as background information in the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements, but the study itself is not relevant to the type of analysis 
done pursuant to the Federal Highway Administration’s mobile source air toxics 
guidance, which is an emissions analysis. Monitored ambient concentrations of 
mobile source air toxics (the focus of the Joint Air Toxics Assessment Project) do 
not inform this type of analysis. While monitoring data can be useful for defining 
current conditions in the affected environment (to the extent that the monitoring 
data are current), they don’t tell us anything about future conditions, or the 
impacts of the project itself, which is why an emissions analysis was performed. 
The mobile source air toxic analysis presented beginning on page 4-77 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement is an estimated inventory of mobile source air 
toxic emissions for the entire Study Area for 2025 and 2035. This approach was 
used because the inventory estimate accounts for changes in traffic and emissions 
on all roadways affected by a proposed project, and would, therefore, be a more 
reliable predictor of changes in exposure to mobile source air toxics. 22
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234 Air Quality The footnote to Figure 4-30 on page 4-65 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement references data from the 2004 Joint Air Toxics Assessment Project. 
These data are from 2003–2004.

235 Air Quality 40 Code of Federal Regulations § 93.111(c) was followed to conduct a 
qualitative analysis for particulate matter (PM10) for the proposed action. This 
analysis complied with National Environmental Policy Act requirements for the 
development of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. In December 2010, 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency established transportation conformity 
guidance for performing quantitative particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM10) hot-
spot analyses for transportation projects and established a 2-year grace period. 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency conformity guidance continues to allow 
qualitative particulate matter (PM10) hot-spot conformity analyses for analyses 
that were started before or during the grace period and if the final environmental 
document for the project is issued no more than 3 years after issuance of the draft 
environmental document. A particulate matter (PM10) qualitative analysis was 
performed for this project because the initial air quality technical analysis report 
for the proposed action was produced in October 2005. The Arizona Department 
of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration have updated the 
qualitative analysis to a quantitative analysis for the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement to ensure that a state-of-the-art analysis is completed for the proposed 
project. The results of the analysis are summarized in the prologue to the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (page xiii) and are more fully described beginning 
on page 4-68 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The carbon monoxide 
and particulate matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the proposed freeway 
would not contribute to any new localized violations, increase the frequency or severity 
of any existing violation, or delay timely attainment of the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards or any required interim emissions reductions or other milestones.

236 Air Quality The modeling protocols area is discussed in greater detail in the air quality 
technical report prepared for the project. The results of the analyses are 
summarized in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The carbon monoxide 
analyses used a background value of 2 parts per million. This has been updated in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see page 4-75).

237 Air Quality As noted on page 4-76 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, since ozone 
is a regional pollutant, there is no requirement to analyze potential impacts 
and no possibility of localized violations of ozone to occur at the project level. 
The Maricopa Association of Governments is responsible for developing plans 
to reduce emissions of ozone precursors in the Maricopa area. The Preferred 
Alternative is included in the Regional Transportation Plan that has been determined 
by the U.S. Department of Transportation to conform to the State Implementation 
Plan on February 12, 2014. 
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238 Air Quality As noted on page 4-70 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, MOBILE6.2 
was used to project emissions at a regional level consistent with 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations Part 93.111(c), since the mobile source air toxics analysis 
for the proposed action started before or during the grace period for using the 
MOVES2010 emissions model. However, the mobile source air toxics analysis 
presented on page 4-70 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement was 
updated on page 4-77 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement using the 
MOVES2010 model. 

239 Air Quality The air quality analysis parameters were determined through the process 
established by the Arizona Department of Transportation interagency consultation 
procedures [40 Code of Federal Regulations § 93.105(c)(1) (i)].

240 Air Quality Maricopa County is in attainment for the particulate matter (PM2.5) National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard; the Pinal County particulate matter (PM2.5) 
nonattainment area is not included in the Study Area.

241 Air Quality The Arizona Department of Transportation is evaluating construction delivery 
methods for the proposed freeway. One concept is to deliver it as a single design-
build project. This method would accelerate the construction duration for the 
entire project to around 3 to 3.5 years. Another concept would be to deliver 
the project in a more traditional method, breaking the 22-mile corridor into 
nine segments (each 1 to 3 miles long) and constructing them in phases. Each 
segment would be under construction for 1 to 3 years, and the total construction 
duration for the entire corridor would be 5 to 6 years. A discussion of construction 
implementation is provided beginning on page 3-59 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement. Any particular area of the Preferred Alternative would not be 
expected to see construction activities beyond an approximate 2-year period. 
The mobile source air toxics analyses as presented in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement were based on average daily traffic volumes over a 1-year 
period. However, a quantitative project-level particulate matter (PM10) hot-spot 
analysis has been prepared for the proposed project. The results of the analysis 
are summarized in the prologue to the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(page xiii) and are more fully described beginning on page 4-68 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. For this analysis, emission factors were 
generated for the morning peak, midday hours, afternoon peak, and overnight. 
Particulate matter (PM10) emissions were modeled incorporating operating 
conditions included in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Transportation 
Conformity Guidance for Quantitative Hot-spot Analyses in PM

2.5
 and PM

10
 Nonattainment 

and Maintenance Areas, publication number EPA-420-B-13-053, dated November 
2013. The development of the particulate matter (PM10) hot-spot modeling protocol 
for this analysis used a formal interagency consultation process.

242 Air Quality The data presented were based on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s 
MOBILE6.2 national defaults, including the national default vehicle fleet mix. 

243 Air Quality Vehicle traffic mix projections were provided by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments.
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244 Air Quality The Mexico to Canada route (commonly referred to as the CANAMEX route) is 
described in detail on page 3-64 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
The locally preferred route includes Interstate 8 and State Route 85 to bypass 
the Phoenix metropolitan area. State Route 85 is currently being reconstructed 
as a four-lane, divided highway with limited-access control, and Interstate 8 is a 
four-lane, divided Interstate freeway with full access control. Existing signs at each 
terminus designate the route as a truck bypass of metropolitan Phoenix. This route 
would continue to be available for interstate and interregional travel. 
Trucks crossing from Mexico to Arizona are restricted to the commercial zones 
within 25 miles of the border. The Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration 
is administering a United States-Mexico cross-border, long-haul trucking pilot 
program. The program tests and demonstrates the ability of Mexico-based motor 
carriers to operate safely in the United States beyond the municipalities and 
commercial zones along the United States-Mexico border (see <fmcsa.dot.gov/intl-
programs/trucking/trucking-program.aspx>).
Petróleos Mexicanos (better known as Pemex), the Mexican state-owned 
petroleum company, has guaranteed 15 parts per million in its sulfur diesel fuel in 
the border region (see <http://transportpolicy.net/index.php?title=Mexico:_Fuels:_
Diesel_and_Gasoline>). 
All air quality analyses included projected truck traffic Provided by the Maricopa 
Association of Governments.

245 Air Quality Summary information about the findings of the Joint Air Toxics Assessment Project 
study is provided as background information in the Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements, but the study itself is not relevant to the type of analysis 
done pursuant to the Federal Highway Administration’s mobile source air toxics 
guidance, which is an emissions analysis. Monitored ambient concentrations of 
mobile source air toxics (the focus of the Joint Air Toxics Assessment Project) do 
not inform this type of analysis. While monitoring data can be useful for defining 
current conditions in the affected environment (to the extent that the monitoring 
data are current), they don’t tell us anything about future conditions, or the 
impacts of the project itself, which is why an emissions analysis was performed. 
The mobile source air toxic analysis presented beginning on page 4-77 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement is an estimated inventory of mobile source air 
toxic emissions for the entire Study Area for 2025 and 2035. This approach was 
used because the inventory estimate accounts for changes in traffic and emissions 
on all roadways affected by a proposed project, and would, therefore, be a more 
reliable predictor of changes in exposure to mobile source air toxics.

246 Air Quality The National Near Roadway Mobile Source Air Toxic Study is discussed on 
page 4-74 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, but not in great detail. 
As stated in the Council on Environmental Quality’s Regulations for Implementing 
the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, environmental 
impact statements should be analytic rather than encyclopedic [40 Code of 
Federal Regulations Part 1502.2(a)]. 
The mobile source air toxics emissions information presented in the Draft and 
Final Environmental Impact Statements demonstrates mobile source air toxics 
emissions at the study area level would be much lower in the future. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency’s MOVES model also predicts lower mobile 
source air toxics emissions in the future. Therefore, there is no basis for the 
assumption that mitigation would be needed.24
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247 Trucks Vehicle traffic mix projections were provided by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments and are consistent with the regional conformity analyses; they are 
discussed in greater detail in the air quality technical report prepared for the 
project. 
As noted on page 4-70 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, MOBILE6.2 
was used to project emissions at a regional level consistent with 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations Part 93.111(c), since the mobile source air toxics analysis 
for the proposed action started before or during the grace period for using the 
MOVES2010 emissions model. However, the mobile source air toxics analysis 
presented on page 4-70 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement was 
updated on page 4-77 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement using the 
MOVES2010 model.

248 Air Quality As stated on page 4-76 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the 
proposed action is contained within the currently approved Regional Transportation 
Plan and the Maricopa Association of Government’s Fiscal Year 2011–2015 TIP 
contains several references to the South Mountain Freeway project. Therefore, 
the proposed action would conform to the approved transportation plan and 
transportation improvement program. The carbon monoxide and particulate 
analyses demonstrated that the proposed freeway would not contribute to any 
new localized violations, increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation 
or delay timely attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards or any 
required interim emissions reductions or other milestones.

249 Noise Analysis of noise impacts associated with maintenance activities are not required 
by Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
policy.
Cumulative noise impacts are addressed on page 4-176 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement.
Vehicle traffic mix projections were provided by the Maricopa Association of 
Governments and are consistent with the regional conformity analyses; they are 
discussed in greater detail in the noise technical report prepared for the project.
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250 Noise The noise analysis has been updated for the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement using most recent Federal Highway Administration and Arizona 
Department of Transportation policy and traffic projections provided by 
the Maricopa Association of Governments in August 2013. This updated 
analysis begins on page 4-88 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. No 
substantial differences between the analyses presented in the Draft and the Final 
Environmental Impact Statements resulted.

251 Noise As stated in the Council on Environmental Quality’s Regulations for Implementing 
the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, environmental 
impact statements should be analytic rather than encyclopedic [40 Code of 
Federal Regulations Part 1502.2(a)]. Those noise regulations of direct consequence 
to the proposed action were discussed.

252 Noise As stated on page 4-82 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, over 
220 sensitive receivers were evaluated from a traffic noise perspective. All of 
the receivers represent noise sensitive land uses in proximity to the proposed 
project. These receivers were closer to the proposed action than the schools 
listed; therefore, these receivers would have higher noise levels than the schools 
more distant from the proposed action. Analysis of noise impacts is conducted 
in accordance with Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway 
Administration policy.

253 Noise The measurements were collected during the construction of State Route 202L 
(Red Mountain Freeway) near Mesa Drive. This information has been added to the 
text box on page 4-98 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

254 Noise There are no federal requirements directed specifically to highway traffic induced 
vibration. All studies the highway agencies have done to assess the impact of 
operational traffic induced vibrations have shown that both measured and 
predicted vibration levels are less than any known criteria for structural damage to 
buildings.

255 Water Resources The specific water quality constituents that cause the impairment change from 
year to year as the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality and U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency assess and evaluate the water quality standards; 
therefore, the specific contaminants from the Section 303(d) list are not noted 
in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The primary constituent that 
causes impairment (total dissolved solids) is discussed on page 4-93 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. Specific best management practices would not 
be known until final design when the stormwater pollution prevention plan would 
be developed. The Flood Control District of Maricopa County has shared drainage 
systems with the municipalities and stormwater discharges that have the potential 
to reach the Salt and Gila rivers; therefore, the Flood Control District of Maricopa 
County has established and implemented monitoring requirements to comply 
with Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System regulations, as discussed 
beginning on page 4-93 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Discussion 
of Arizona Pollutant Discharge Elimination System requirements and the Arizona 
Department of Transportation’s permit requirements through individual permits 
begins on page 4-94 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
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256 Waters of the US A reference to the figure on which the impaired waters are shown has been added 
to the discussion on page 4-101 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The 
sentence, “Several reaches of the Salt and Gila rivers are on the Section 303(d) 
list, including that portion of the Salt River in the Study Area” has been modified 
to read: “Several reaches of the Salt and Gila rivers are on the Section 303(d) 
list, including that portion of the Salt River in the Study Area (see Figure 4-36 on 
page 4-116).”

257 Secondary and 
Cumulative 
Impacts

As noted on page 4-171 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the 
type of activities that could contribute to cumulative impacts included general 
development patterns. Development on the Gila River Indian Community is a 
tribal function and requires no approval from other jurisdictions or notice to 
other jurisdictions regarding pending development. As a result, development 
along the Gila River Indian Community boundary is speculative. It is, however, 
difficult to conceive of a development project on the Gila River Indian Community 
that would cause upstream impacts to the level described in the comment. As 
noted in the comment, according to 46 Federal Register 18026 (March 23, 1981), 
an environmental impact statement must discuss reasonably foreseeable actions. 
These are actions that are likely to occur or probable, rather than those that are 
merely possible. 
The Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation 
have committed to continue coordination with the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department, Gila River Indian Community Department of Environmental Quality, 
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding wildlife concerns as a result of the 
freeway (see Mitigation, beginning on page 4-126 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and on page 4-138 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement).

258 Specific comments are addressed below.
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259 Water Resources Page 4-100 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement states that finding a 
suitable location for a new well in this area may be difficult. Productivity of the 
well in bedrock formations is primarily based on intercepting fractures, and that 
can be very difficult to do. The Arizona Department of Transportation is aware 
of the difficult conditions that exist in replacing wells in this area. The Arizona 
Department of Transportation is also aware of the productivity of the well in 
question. 
The comment is correct that wastewater effluent is not available as a replacement 
source and is not being used. The City of Phoenix did operate a wastewater 
reclamation facility in this area, but it was removed from service and demolished. 
The City of Phoenix still owns the property, but all facilities have been removed 
from the site. Thus, only two water sources are available for irrigation and lake 
supply for the Foothills Community Association: the well that would be acquired 
and potable water from the City of Phoenix. In this Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, the discussion on page 4-100 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement has been modified in the Final Environmental Impact Statement to 
reflect that reclaimed wastewater would not be available; however, the conclusion 
on page 4-100 is still appropriate. As stated on pages 4-100 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, “In the event that well replacement were to 
be impossible, the Arizona Department of Transportation would still replace the 
water that would be lost through the acquisition.” 
Depending on whether an action alternative were to become the Selected 
Alternative, it may be possible to keep certain wells in their current location, but 
move the well controls and associated piping to outside of the right-of-way. Such 
an analysis would be performed later in the design process.
If a well were adversely affected by construction activities, the well might need 
to be abandoned or the well owner would be compensated by drilling a new well 
according to State regulations/standards (see text box on page 4-100 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement). The number of wells potentially affected would 
be consistent with that of a project the magnitude of the proposed action, and the 
well replacement program as outlined by State law has been regularly implemented 
by the Arizona Department of Transportation to effectively mitigate well impacts 
associated with its projects throughout the region.
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260 Comment noted.

261 Water Resources Because of the public concern expressed during the environmental impact 
statement process, page 4-100 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
focuses on the Foothills Community Association to provide more details on 
the well acquisition, condition assessment, and replacement process used 
by the Arizona Department of Transportation. The Arizona Department of 
Transportation understands, and states on page 4-100 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, that finding a suitable location for a new well in this area may 
be difficult. 
Depending on whether an action alternative were to become the Selected 
Alternative, it may be possible to keep certain wells in their current location, but 
move the well controls and associated piping to outside of the right-of-way. Such 
an analysis would be performed later in the design process.
Table 4-41, on page 4-98 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, discloses 
the number of wells that may be acquired by each action alternative and, as noted 
on page 4-98 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, some of these wells 
are abandoned wells. This information was updated in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement on page 4-106. The comment suggests that the wells that 
would be adversely affected should be further classified as domestic, supply, or 
monitoring, and well ownership should be noted. This additional level of detail 
would not assist the environmental impact statement decision-making process. 
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262 Water Resources The comment is correct that wastewater effluent is not available as a replacement 
source and is not being used. The City of Phoenix did operate a wastewater 
reclamation facility in this area, but it was removed from service and demolished. 
The City of Phoenix still owns the property, but all facilities have been removed 
from the site. Thus, only two water sources are available for irrigation and lake 
supply for the Foothills Community Association: the well that would be acquired 
and potable water from the City of Phoenix. In the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, the discussion on page 4-100 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement has been modified to reflect that reclaimed wastewater would not be 
available (see page 4-108 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement); however, 
the conclusion on page 4-100 is still appropriate. As stated on page 4-100 of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, “In the event that well replacement were 
to be impossible, Arizona Department of Transportation would still replace the 
water that would be lost through the acquisition.” 
Page 4-100 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement states that finding a 
suitable location for a new well in this area may be difficult. Productivity of the well 
in bedrock formations is primarily based on intercepting fractures, and that can 
be very difficult to do. The Arizona Department of Transportation is aware of the 
difficult conditions that exist in replacing wells in this area.
The procedure identified on page 4-100 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement defines the procedure that the Arizona Department of Transportation 
would use to replace adversely affected wells, and also identifies the general costs 
the Arizona Department of Transportation would incur to replace the lost water 
sources. As noted in this discussion, if it were necessary to provide replacement 
water instead of a new well, the Arizona Department of Transportation would, 
in negotiations with the well owner, include the difference between the costs of 
pumping the well and the costs of the new replacement water source. 
Depending on whether an action alternative were the Selected Alternative, it 
may be possible to keep certain wells in their current location, but move the well 
controls and associated piping to outside of the right-of-way. Such an analysis 
would be performed later in the design process.

263 Water Resources As noted on page 4-97 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, although 
groundwater level data in Ahwatukee Foothills Village were shown from 1972 to 
1992, this information was gathered from the U.S. Geological Survey in 2009. 
Groundwater data in other areas may indeed be more current; however, this 
additional level of detail would not assist the environmental impact statement 
decision-making process.

264 Hazardous 
Materials

Both the Van Buren Tank Farm and the West Van Buren Water Quality Assurance 
Revolving Fund site were identified and considered during development of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (see pages 4-97 and 4-153 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and the Draft Initial Site Assessment prepared 
for the proposed project). These sites are primarily groundwater-impact sites, 
and groundwater is found at a depth of over 60 feet below the footprint of 
the Preferred Alternative. Given the separation distance between the adversely 
affected medium (groundwater) and the construction zone (near-surface in these 
locations), the project team determined that these sites would not pose a risk 
to construction or to the general public once the facility were completed. This 
assessment has been clarified in the Final Environmental Impact Statement on 
page 4-165.
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265 Water Resources According to 33 Code of Federal Regulations 323.3, a permit is required for 
discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States. As noted on 
page 4-110 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, as design proceeds, the 
Arizona Department of Transportation would prepare and submit an application 
to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for a permit under Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act. Steps are outlined beginning on page 4-110 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. Minimization of impacts would be achieved and unavoidable 
impacts would be mitigated to the extent reasonable and practicable. These 
steps are outlined beginning on page 4-110 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement.

266 Purpose and Need The analyses in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement used socioeconomic 
and traffic projections at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis zone levels. 
At the time of publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Census 
2010-based socioeconomic data at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis 
zone levels had not been adopted by the Maricopa Association of Governments 
and were not available to the project team. Therefore, the data used in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement were the most appropriate information available.
The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new population, 
employment, housing, and traffic projections in June 2013. The new data are 
presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-11. 
The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated 
using these new socioeconomic projections and corresponding projections related 
to regional traffic. While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a 
lower anticipated population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous 
projections, the conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
were validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 3, 
Alternatives). The traffic analysis demonstrated that the proposed project is needed 
today and will continue to be needed into the future. 

267 Purpose and Need The Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not state that there would be 
6.5 million in population growth. In 2005, there were already 3.7 million people 
in Maricopa County, so the increase between 2005 and 2035 would be 2.8 million 
people, and 44 percent of that growth would occur in the area served by the 
proposed freeway. This information supports the definition of the Study Area and 
the need for a major transportation system in the southwestern portion of the 
Phoenix metropolitan area.
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268 Study Area The parameters for reference to the Study Area are defined in Chapter 1, Purpose 
and Need, of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements as the area 
defining the transportation problem. As presented in the chapter, transportation 
models were used to determine where the characteristics of the transportation 
problem would diminish and generally, it is at these locations where the definition 
of the Study Area took shape. This effort was coordinated with stakeholder 
agencies, including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. The comment 
references the term, Study Area, in terms of the analytical requirements associated 
with impact analyses. Each element of the environment has independent, unique 
(while sometimes overlapping) geographic limits for impact analyses. These limits 
are established by technical expertise, knowledge, the application of recognized 
and accepted analytical methods and assumptions, and characteristics unique to 
the proposed action. Methodology reports were prepared for all elements and 
shared with agency peers and internal team members to validate methods and 
limits of study prior to conducting analyses, and results were validated by peers. 
During impact analyses, limits were adjusted, as appropriate, based on changes 
in project design as well as in-field observations. Impact analyses results were the 
subject of the application of scientific-community–recognized techniques with 
the appropriate amount of presentation in accordance with the efficiency and 
decision-making provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act.
Chapter 2, Gila River Indian Community Coordination, of the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements text goes to great lengths to discuss limitations 
of study on Gila River Indian Community land. Chapter 3, Alternatives, of 
the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements provides substantial 
discussion on why alternatives on Riggs or Queen Creek roads were eliminated 
from further study. Any alternative on Gila River Indian Community land must 
consider tribal sovereignty. Tribal sovereignty is based in the inherent authority 
of Native American tribes to govern themselves. While this notion of sovereignty 
is manifested in many areas, generally Native American land is held in trust by 
the United States. Native American communities have the authority to regulate 
land uses and activities on their lands. States have very limited authority over 
activities within tribal land (see page 2-1 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). From a practical standpoint, this means that the Arizona Department 
of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration do not have the authority 
to survey tribal land, make land use (including transportation) determinations 
directly affecting tribal land, or condemn tribal land for public benefit through an 
eminent domain process.

269 Purpose and Need The analyses in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement used socioeconomic 
and traffic projections at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis zone levels. 
At the time of publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Census 
2010-based socioeconomic data at the regional analysis zone and traffic analysis 
zone levels had not been adopted by the Maricopa Association of Governments 
and were not available to the project team. Therefore, the data used in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement were the most appropriate information available.
The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new population, 
employment, housing, and traffic projections in June 2013. The new data are 
presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-11. 
The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated 
using these new socioeconomic projections and corresponding projections related 
to regional traffic. While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a 26
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269 
(cont.)

lower anticipated population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous 
projections, the conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
were validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 3, 
Alternatives). The traffic analysis demonstrated that the proposed project is needed 
today and will continue to be needed into the future. The Maricopa Association of 
Governments’ control total for Maricopa County is consistent with the “ADOA—
Medium Series.”

270 Purpose and Need The reference in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement was to the Study 
Area, not to Maricopa County or to the state of Arizona. Therefore, the Arizona 
Department of Administration numbers do not apply.
The Maricopa Association of Governments approved new population, 
employment, housing, and traffic projections in June 2013. The new data are 
presented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement beginning on page 1-11. 
The purpose and need and analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated 
using these new socioeconomic projections and corresponding projections related 
to regional traffic. While new projections based on the 2010 Census showed a 
lower anticipated population and vehicle miles traveled in 2035 than the previous 
projections, the conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
were validated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see Chapter 3, 
Alternatives). The traffic analysis demonstrated that the proposed project is needed 
today and will continue to be needed into the future. 

271 Design The main line of the E1 Alternative would not have a bicycle route as part of the 
design. Continuous east–west riding would be possible in the neighborhoods 
adjoining the alternative and along Chandler Boulevard.

272 Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f)

The proposed action would not have impacts on recreational opportunities or 
cause any changes to recreational experiences. 
With the exception of the Maricopa Trail, the affected trails are planned (future) 
facilities. Impacts on proposed trails are discussed in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement Section 4(f) section. Because the proposed action would be 
constructed as an elevated span that would clear the existing Maricopa Trail 
segment, no impact from a social perspective was determined to be likely. 
The social conditions section of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
addresses issues regarding community character and access; specific parkland 
impacts are addressed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement Chapter 5, 
Section 4(f) Evaluation.

273 Traffic The impacts noted in the comment are primarily temporary construction impacts. 
These are covered in the section, Temporary Construction Impacts, beginning on 
page 4-161 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
The determination to not include an interchange at 32nd Street was made in 
coordination with the City of Phoenix (see Figure 3-8 on page 3-15 of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement). The interchange was eliminated based on 
undesirable residential displacements, proximity to nearby schools, and cost. 
In 2006, the City of Phoenix conducted a traffic circulation study to evaluate the 
impacts of the proposed freeway on the local street system, including the shift of 
access to Foothills Reserve and Calabrea from Pecos Road to Chandler Boulevard. 
The City study found no adverse effects on the local street system from the 
freeway (see Appendix 3-1 in the Final Environmental Impact Statement).
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274 Environmental 
Justice and Title VI

Impacts related to air quality, noise, visual resources, and hazardous materials 
are considered in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for all populations, 
including environmental justice populations (see Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement page 4-58 [air quality], page 4-79 [noise], page 4-155 [visual resources], 
and page 4-152 [hazardous materials], respectively). The section entitled Title VI 
and Environmental Justice, beginning on page 4-29 in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, presents acceptable methods, data, and assumptions to assess the 
potential for disproportionately high and adverse effects from the proposed 
action on environmental justice populations and disparate impacts to populations 
protected under Title VI. Based upon the content of the section, no such effects 
would result from the action alternatives.
In light of comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
the above-referenced conclusions were confirmed in the preparation of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. To provide further clarity, the discussions of 
environmental justice and Title VI were separated and additional text explaining 
the relationship of environmental justice and Title VI to various environmental 
elements was added throughout Chapter 4, Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Mitigation, as exemplified by the inserted text on page 4-29 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement.
Land acquisition and relocation assistance services for the project shall be 
available to all individuals without discrimination in accordance with the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as 
amended (Uniform Act). The Uniform Act provides uniform, fair, and equitable 
treatment of people whose property is impacted or who are displaced as a result 
of the project, including those with special needs. Advisory assistance services 
and compensation practices are described in detail in the Arizona Department of 
Transportation’s Right-of-way Procedures Manual, located at <azdot.gov/business/
RightofWay_Properties/booklets-and-manuals>. For further discussion, see 
page 4-51 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement and Appendix 4-1. There 
would be no direct impacts on Gila River Indian Community land, nor would there 
be any adverse impacts that would require relocations from the Gila River Indian 
Community or allotment land. 

275 Neighborhoods/
Communities

A review of the literature reveals few detailed and comprehensive analyses of the 
relationship between the transportation infrastructure and residential property 
values (Transportation Research Record: Journal of the Transportation Research 
Board, No. 2174, Transportation Research Board of the National Academies, 
Washington, D.C., 2010, pages 138–47; “Impact of Highways on Property 
Values: Case Study of the Superstition Freeway Corridor”). A recent study by the 
California Department of Transportation concluded that freeway facilities did not 
substantially affect sales prices in residential areas adjacent to the facility. The 
study concluded that it is the visibility of the freeway that may influence selling 
price and not distance or noise. As a result, the researchers generally concluded 
that the more the visibility of a new freeway is reduced, the less it would determine 
the sales price of homes sold in the area.

276 Neighborhoods/
Communities

The availability and valuation assessment of residential properties has been 
updated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see page 4-47).
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277 Neighborhoods/
Communities

A review of the literature reveals few detailed and comprehensive analyses of the 
relationship between the transportation infrastructure and residential property 
values (Transportation Research Record: Journal of the Transportation Research 
Board, No. 2174, Transportation Research Board of the National Academies, 
Washington, D.C., 2010, pages 138–47; “Impact of Highways on Property 
Values: Case Study of the Superstition Freeway Corridor”). A recent study by the 
California Department of Transportation concluded that freeway facilities did not 
substantially affect sales prices in residential areas adjacent to the facility. The 
study concluded that it is the visibility of the freeway that may influence selling 
price and not distance or noise. As a result, the researchers generally concluded 
that the more the visibility of a new freeway is reduced, the less it would determine 
the sales price of homes sold in the area.
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278 Environmental 
Impact Statement 
Process

The study used state-of-the-practice, scientific community methods and similarly 
accepted methods. Methods, assumptions, and data were developed early in 
the environmental impact statement process and peer reviewed by the Federal 
Highway Administration, the Arizona Department of Transportation, and other 
federal, State, and local agencies. Peer reviewers concluded that the methods, 
assumptions, and data are appropriate. The Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement has sufficient technical merit, does comply with “fundamental concepts 
and purpose of an environmental impact statement,” and does appropriately and 
properly inform the public.
The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration, 
in cooperation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, and the Western Area Power Administration, prepared the Draft and Final 
Environmental Impact Statements and Section 4(f) Evaluation in accordance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 [42 United States Code § 4332(2)
(c)], Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 United 
States Code § 303, as amended), and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 
1977 (33 United States Code § 1251). All of these agencies are experienced in the 
review of National Environmental Policy Act documents and have found the logical 
sequence of decision making to be sound and in line with National Environmental 
Policy Act requirements. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 
Section 4(f) Evaluation 1) satisfies Federal Highway Administration and Arizona 
Department of Transportation's environmental analysis requirements; 2) provides 
a comparison of the social, economic, and environmental impacts that may result 
from implementation of the proposed action—construction and operation of 
a major transportation facility; and 3) identifies measures to avoid, reduce, or 
otherwise mitigate adverse impacts. 

279 Air Quality The air quality assessment for the proposed freeway analyzed impacts from 
carbon monoxide and particulate matter (PM10) and followed U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency guidelines. The carbon monoxide and particulate matter (PM10) 
analyses demonstrated that the proposed freeway would not contribute to any 
new localized violations, increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation, 
or delay timely attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards or any 
required interim emissions reductions or other milestones. For mobile source air 
toxics, the analysis showed that for the Study Area, constructing the freeway would 
have a marginal effect on annual emissions in 2025 and 2035 (less than a 1 percent 
difference in total annual emissions between the Preferred Alternative and 
No-Action Alternative). With the Preferred Alternative in 2035, modeled mobile 
source air toxics emissions would decrease by 57 percent to more than 90 percent, 
depending on the pollutant, despite a 47 percent increase in vehicle miles traveled 
in the Study Area compared with 2012 conditions. The air quality analyses were 
updated for the Final Environmental Impact Statement, including a quantitative 
particulate matter (PM10) analysis, and are more fully described beginning on 
page 4-68 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Modeling methodology 
and results were reviewed by the Federal Highway Administration, Arizona 
Department of Transportation, and Maricopa Association of Governments.

278

279

280

(Response 279 continues on next page)



B512 • Comment Response Appendix

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

279 
(cont.)

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency-recommended wind speed of 1 meter 
per second was used in the modeling.
Traffic volumes during the evening peak hour were used in the modeling to 
represent worst-case conditions. During the time that Maricopa County was in 
nonattainment for carbon monoxide, it was as a result of exceedances of the 
8-hour standard associated with evening traffic.

280 Air Quality The South Mountains may redirect airflow, but they do not stop airflow.

281 Air Quality At the request of (then) Arizona State Senator John Huppenthal, short-term 
monitoring of meteorological conditions at Pecos Road and 24th and 40th streets 
was conducted during 2006 and 2007. Results of this sampling and data from 
various Maricopa County Air Quality Department monitoring sites were included 
in the technical report for informational purposes only. 
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282 Air Quality The Aircraft Communications Addressing and Reporting System data were not 
used for modeling; they were included for informational purposes only. 

283 Air Quality Phoenix is in nonattainment for particulate matter (PM10) and ozone. Exceedances 
of ozone attributable to the proposed freeway are unlikely, and the analysis 
of particulate matter (PM10) impacts also suggests the same for particulate 
matter (PM10). See page 4-76 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 
results of the particulate matter (PM10) analysis.

284 Air Quality Identification of data sources used in the comment would have been helpful. The 
comment would need to provide citations and references for the information 
provided for further comment response. The air quality assessment for impacts 
from carbon monoxide followed the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
guidelines in Guideline for Modeling Carbon Monoxide from Roadway Intersections 
(A-OAQPS, 1992). Inputs to the model were based on U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency-recommended values or were selected to provide a conservative 
estimate of impacts. Modeling methodology and results were reviewed by the 
Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Department of Transportation, and 
Maricopa Association of Governments.
Although the qualitative particulate matter (PM10) hot-spot analysis performed in 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement met 40 Code of Federal Regulations 
§ 93.111(c), the Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway 
Administration have updated the qualitative analysis to a particulate matter 
(PM10) quantitative analysis for the Final Environmental Impact Statement to 
ensure that a state-of-the-art analysis is completed for the proposed action. The 
quantitative project-level particulate matter (PM10) hot-spot analysis prepared for 
the proposed project is summarized in the prologue to the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (page xiii) and is more fully described beginning on page 4-68 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The carbon monoxide and particulate 
matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the proposed freeway would not 
contribute to any new localized violations, increase the frequency or severity of any 
existing violation, or delay timely attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards or any required interim emissions reductions or other milestones. A 
particulate matter (PM2.5) analysis is not required since the area is in attainment 
for the particulate matter (PM2.5) National Ambient Air Quality Standard.
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285 Air Quality Ambient levels of the criteria pollutants reported were obtained from the 
Maricopa County Air Quality Department, which follows U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency quality assurance/quality control procedures.

286 Air Quality The air quality assessment for impacts from carbon monoxide followed the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency guidelines in Guideline for Modeling Carbon 
Monoxide from Roadway Intersections (A-OAQPS, 1992). This is accepted 
methodology. See <epa.gov/ttn/scram/dispersion_prefrec.htm#cal3qhc>.

287 Water Resources, 
Waters of the 
United States

Controlling and treating runoff is a normal function of the Arizona Department of 
Transportation projects. No evidence is offered to substantiate such statements. 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, as a cooperating agency, has participated and 
contributed in each step of the environmental process. The agency has found 
the logical sequence of decision making to be sound and in line with National 
Environmental Policy Act requirements. The Arizona Department of Environmental 
Quality has also contributed to the process. Both agencies as referenced in the 
comment have oversight roles in project permitting as established in the Clean 
Water Act (Sections 401, 402, and 404). Extensive mitigation in accordance with 
the permitting requirements can be found in the Water Resources and Waters of the 
United States sections of Chapter 4 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
The Arizona Department of Transportation is fully obligated and committed to 
implementation and adherence to those mitigation strategies.
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288 Air Quality Paved road dust was considered in the quantitative, project-level, particulate 
matter (PM10) hot-spot analysis prepared for the proposed project. The results of 
the analysis are summarized in the prologue to the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (page xiii) and are more fully described beginning on page 4-68 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement. The carbon monoxide and particulate 
matter (PM10) analyses demonstrated that the proposed freeway would not 
contribute to any new localized violations, increase the frequency or severity of any 
existing violation, or delay timely attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards or any required interim emissions reductions or other milestones.

289 Air Quality According to the 2013 Arizona Department of Transportation Air Quality 
Assessment South Mountain Freeway 202L Draft Report, review of wind data from the 
Gila River Indian Community monitoring site at St. Johns suggests that during 
the morning hours and associated with mountain-drainage air flows and stable 
atmospheric conditions, wind flows are from the southeast and follow the Gila 
River channel to the north. Locations to the east of St. Johns experience flow from 
the east to the lower elevations along the Gila River. During the warmer hours’ 
improved mixing, flows typically follow the river channel and come from the north 
and northwest.
Likewise, during a 1-month-long meteorological monitoring period (November 20, 
2006, through December 21, 2006) at Pecos Road and 40th Street and a second 
1-month-long monitoring period at Pecos Road and 24th and 40th streets (April 
19, 2007, through May 21, 2007), winds during the morning hours typically were 
from the northeast. During the warmer hours, and with improved mixing, winds 
typically were from the west.

290 Air Quality Impacts on visibility are primarily related to extremely small aerosols from multiple 
sources. As noted in the text box on page 4-69 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, in the Phoenix metropolitan area, about 34 percent of particulate 
(PM2.5) emissions are attributed to on-road mobile sources, which contributes to 
the brown cloud and visibility issues; however, reductions in on-road mobile source 
emissions through emission controls have produced visibility improvements. The 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality monitors visibility in the Phoenix 
metropolitan area.
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292 Cultural Resources The religious and cultural importance of the South is acknowledged in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement in several locations, notably pages 4-132 and 
5-26 as well as in the Summary of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The 
description in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is based on input received 
from the Gila River Indian Community and its members and other Indian Nations 
and their members. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement, after consultation 
and coordination efforts, accommodates and preserves (to the fullest extent 
possible from the available alternatives) access to the South Mountains for religious 
practices. A very small portion of the mountain would be impacted by the proposed 
freeway (less than 0.03 percent of the total area). Although the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement describes the impact on the South Mountains as adverse, Native 
Americans would not be kept from practicing their beliefs, access to the mountain 
would be maintained, and mitigation measures would be implemented based on 
input from members of the Gila River Indian Community.
Since the beginning of the environmental impact statement process, the Federal 
Highway Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation have been 
carrying out cultural resource studies and engaging in an ongoing, open dialogue 
with the Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic Preservation Office regarding 
the identification and evaluation of places of religious and cultural importance, 
including the South Mountains, to the Gila River Indian Community that may be 
adversely affected by the proposed freeway. Information describing the outreach 
and collaboration can be found in Chapter 2 and in text beginning on pages 4-140 
and 5-26 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Mitigation measures 
were suggested in a letter from the Lieutenant Governor of the Gila River Indian 
Community to the Administrator, Arizona Division, Federal Highway Administration, 
dated June 23, 2010 (see page A372 of Appendix 2-1 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement). In this letter, the Gila River Indian Community submitted a 
proposal to address partial measures for the mitigation of adverse effect from 
the Pecos Road Alignment of the South Mountain Freeway. The Gila River Indian 
Community’s proposal found the engineering solutions acceptable, but stated that 
implementation and construction of the proposed freeway would require further 
consultation. In committing to the evaluation of the South Mountains Traditional 
Cultural Property, the Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway 
Administration also committed to the Gila River Indian Community’s participation 
in ongoing engineering design refinements and acknowledged the importance of all 
plants and animals in the traditional culture of the Akimel O’odham and Pee Posh of 
the Gila River Indian Community.
To clarify, use of the mountains for the purposes of the proposed freeway represents 
two-tenths of one percent of the total mountain range. Since 1988, and as part of 
this environmental impact statement process, several measures have been undertaken 
and will be undertaken to further reduce effects on the mountains. These measures, 
including narrowing the design footprint, acquiring replacement land immediately 
adjacent to the mountains, and the provision of highway crossings, are outlined in 
text beginning on page 5-23 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
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293 Cultural Resources Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires a government-to-
government relationship between the Federal Government and Indian tribes as 
described beginning on page 4-140 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
Section 106 requires that federal agencies take into account the effects of their 
undertakings on historic properties. This process requires consultation with tribal 
authorities. Consultation has occurred with Gila River Indian Community government 
officials, the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, the Cultural Resource Management 
Program, many different tribal authorities, and the State Historic Preservation Office. 
The consultation has resulted in concurrence from the Gila River Indian Community 
Tribal Historic Preservation Office and the State Historic Preservation Office on 
National Register of Historic Places eligibility recommendations (including traditional 
cultural properties), project effects, and proposed mitigation and measures to 
minimize harm. This consultation has been ongoing and will continue until any 
commitments in a record of decision are completed.

294 Cultural Resources The cultural and religious places of importance, like the South Mountains, are 
acknowledged in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement in several locations, 
notably pages 4-132 and 5-26. The proposed project would accommodate and 
preserve (to the fullest extent possible from the available alternatives) access to the 
South Mountains for religious practices. 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires a government-to-
government relationship between the Federal Government and Indian tribes as 
described beginning on page 4-140 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
Section 106 requires that federal agencies take into account the effects of their 
undertakings on historic properties. This process requires consultation with tribal 
authorities. Consultation has occurred with Gila River Indian Community government 
officials, the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, the Cultural Resource Management 
Program, many different tribal authorities, and the State Historic Preservation Office. 
The consultation has resulted in concurrence from the Gila River Indian Community 
Tribal Historic Preservation Office and the State Historic Preservation Office on 
National Register of Historic Places eligibility recommendations (including traditional 
cultural properties), project effects, and proposed mitigation and measures to 
minimize harm. This consultation has been ongoing and will continue until any 
commitments in a record of decision are completed.
As noted in Table 4-48, which begins on page 4-133 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has been consulted 
during the Section 106 process.

295 Cultural Resources The Section 106 process of the National Historic Preservation Act is discussed on 
page 4-128 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

296 Cultural Resources Eligibility criteria for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places are 
discussed on page 4-128 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 

297 Cultural Resources The Gila River Indian Community’s Tribal Historic Preservation Officer is discussed 
on page 4-128 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
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298 Cultural Resources The cultural and religious places of importance, like the South Mountains, are 
acknowledged in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement in several locations, 
notably pages 4-132 and 5-26 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

299 Cultural Resources The cultural and religious places of importance, like the South Mountains, are 
acknowledged in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement in several locations, 
notably pages 4-132 and 5-26. The description in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement is based on input received from the Gila River Indian Community 
and its members and other Indian Nations and their members. The Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, after consultation and coordination efforts, 
accommodates and preserves (to the fullest extent possible from the available 
alternatives) access to the South Mountains for religious practices. Although 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement describes the impacts on the South 
Mountains as adverse, this would not prohibit Native Americans from continuing 
to practice their beliefs because only a small fraction of the mountain would 
be affected, replacement lands would be provided, and access to the mountain 
would be maintained, and mitigation would be implemented based on input by 
Native Americans. Several action alternatives were subject to the alternatives 
development and screening process; not just the E1 Alternative and alternatives 
located on the Community (Figure 3-6 on page 3-10 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement illustrates a representation of such alternatives). Ultimately 
the other alternatives were eliminated from further study in the screening process 
and the Gila River Indian Community decided not to give permission to study 
alternatives on its land (see Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statement 
page 3-25). In June 2013, the Maricopa Association of Governments approved 
new socioeconomic projections for Maricopa County. The purpose and need and 
analysis of alternatives were updated and reevaluated using these new population, 
employment, and housing projections and corresponding projections related 
to regional traffic. The conclusions reached in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement were reconfirmed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (see 
Chapter 3, Alternatives). Therefore, the Arizona Department of Transportation, 
with concurrence from the Federal Highway Administration, identified the 
E1 Alternative as the eastern section of the Preferred Alternative (which includes 
the W59 Alternative in the western section of the Study Area). In reaching its 
determination, the Arizona Department of Transportation sought to balance its 
responsibilities to address regional mobility needs while being fiscally responsible 
and sensitive to local communities.
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299 
(cont.)

After determining that no prudent and feasible alternatives existed to avoid 
the South Mountains Traditional Cultural Property, efforts were undertaken 
to minimize harm. These measures are documented, beginning on page 5-27 of 
the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements. Some of these measures 
included avoidance of specific sites and providing multiuse crossings and fencing 
that would limit access by freeway users, but allow Gila River Indian Community 
members to continue to gain access to the site. In addition, the Federal Highway 
Administration and Arizona Department of Transportation committed to 
provide funds for the Gila River Indian Community to conduct a full evaluation 
of the South Mountains Traditional Cultural Property (see page 4-160 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement). Documentation of these efforts are in 
a letter from the Lieutenant Governor of the Gila River Indian Community to the 
Administrator, Arizona Division, Federal Highway Administration, dated June 
23, 2010 (see page A372 of Appendix 2-1 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). In this letter, the Gila River Indian Community submitted a proposal 
for the “Evaluation of Traditional Cultural Property and Adverse Effects of 
Transportation Corridor Development posed by the proposed construction of the 
current Pecos Alignment of the South Mountain Freeway.” 
In committing to the evaluation of the South Mountains Traditional Cultural 
Property, the Federal Highway Administration and Arizona Department of 
Transportation also committed to the Gila River Indian Community’s participation 
in ongoing engineering design refinements and acknowledged the significance of all 
plants and animals in the traditional culture of the Akimel O’odham and Pee Posh 
of the Gila River Indian Community.

300 Cultural Resources Strict adherence to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act not 
only preceded the preparation and issuance of a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, but is ongoing and will continue. The Draft and Final Environmental 
Impact Statements comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act. The Section 106 process is documented in Table 4-47 beginning on page 4-145 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
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301 Cultural Resources As noted in Table 4-47, which begins on page 4-145 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian 
Community, the Hopi Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the 
Tohono O’odham Nation, the Yavapai-Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott 
Indian Tribe were included in the initial Section 106 consultation in 2003. At 
that time, Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe deferred to the Four Southern tribes in 
a response dated September 10, 2003. Hopi concurred, but did not defer at this 
time. As more information regarding the project was known (and of aboriginal 
lands), all of the tribes with aboriginal lands within the project (including the 
Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe) were consulted in 2005, 2006, 2012, and 2013. 
In August 2005, both the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community and the 
Tohono O’odham Nation agreed to be a concurring party to the programmatic 
agreement. A response from Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community dated 
August 14, 2012, cited an existing consultation management agreement in place 
between the Four Southern Tribes and stated that the Four Southern Tribes are 
in consensus that Gila River Indian Community would take the lead in providing 
comments for the project. 
As noted in Table 4-47, which begins on page 4-145, and also on page 4-150 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement, all tribes were contacted early in the 
study and have been consulted on many aspects of the study, including the cultural 
resource-related reports produced over the course of the study.
Consultation with Native America tribes has been extensive and demonstrates a 
reasonable and good faith effort to include all interested Native American tribes in 
the process to take their concerns seriously in the planning effort.
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302 Cultural Resources The Arizona Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration 
did not delegate statutory obligations.

303 Comment noted.

304 Cultural Resources This comment seems to be confusing National Historic Preservation Act 
Section 106 consultation, project scoping, and Federal Highway Administration/
Arizona Department of Transportation/Gila River Indian Community coordination 
and planning meetings. Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act requires a government-to-government relationship between the Federal 
Government and Indian tribes as described beginning on page 4-140 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. Section 106 requires that federal agencies take 
into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties. This process 
requires consultation with tribal authorities. Consultation has occurred with Gila 
River Indian Community government officials, the Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer, the Cultural Resource Management Program, many different tribal 
authorities, and the State Historic Preservation Office. The consultation has 
resulted in concurrence from the Gila River Indian Community Tribal Historic 
Preservation Office and the State Historic Preservation Office on National 
Register of Historic Places eligibility recommendations (including traditional 
cultural properties), project effects, and proposed mitigation and measures to 
minimize harm. This consultation has been ongoing and will continue until any 
commitments in a record of decision are completed.
As noted in Table 4-47, which begins on page 4-145 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian 
Community, the Hopi Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the 
Tohono O’odham Nation, the Yavapai-Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott 
Indian Tribe were included in the initial Section 106 consultation in 2003. At 
that time, Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe deferred to the Four Southern tribes in 
a response dated September 10, 2003. Hopi concurred, but did not defer at this 
time. As more information regarding the project was known (and of aboriginal 
lands), all of the tribes with aboriginal lands within the project (including the 
Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe) were consulted in 2005, 2006, 2012, and 2013. 
In August 2005, both the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community and the 
Tohono O’odham Nation agreed to be a concurring party to the programmatic 
agreement. A response from Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community dated 
August 14, 2012, cited an existing consultation management agreement in place 
between the Four Southern Tribes and stated that the Four Southern Tribes are 
in consensus that Gila River Indian Community would take the lead in providing 
comments for the project. 

302

303

304



B526 • Comment Response Appendix

Code Comment Document Code Issue Response 

305 Cultural Resources Public involvement with the Gila River Indian Community was conducted as 
requested by the tribal government. Prior to October 2005, early efforts to involve 
the Gila River Indian Community included attending tribal meetings and monthly 
meetings with Gila River Indian Community Departments (see discussion beginning 
on page 2-8 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement). On October 14, 
2005, the Gila River Indian Community requested that all project-related 
communications take place at a government-to-government level (see letter on 
page A152 of Appendix 1-1). This request was honored by the Arizona Department of 
Transportation and Federal Highway Administration. All public involvement efforts 
were implemented by the Gila River Indian Community's public involvement officer.
As stated on page 2-8 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the meetings 
in 2010 between the Gila River Indian Community's Transportation Technical Team, 
Arizona Department of Transportation, and the Federal Highway Administration 
were held in response to a request received from the Governor of the Gila River 
Indian Community and were not a part of the agency or public scoping process. The 
information provided to the Transportation Technical Team was used by the Team 
and the Public Information Office in the Gila River Indian Community's outreach 
effort prior to the February 2012 coordinated referendum. The referendum and the 
outreach effort were tribal actions and, other than providing requested information 
to the Gila River Indian Community, the Arizona Department of Transportation and 
Federal Highway Administration did not participate in these actions.

306 Cultural Resources Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires a government-to-
government relationship between the Federal Government and Indian tribes as 
described beginning on page 4-140 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
Section 106 requires that federal agencies take into account the effects of their 
undertakings on historic properties. This process requires consultation with tribal 
authorities. Consultation has occurred with Gila River Indian Community government 
officials, the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, the Cultural Resource Management 
Program, many different tribal authorities, and the State Historic Preservation Office. 
The consultation has resulted in concurrence from the Gila River Indian Community 
Tribal Historic Preservation Office and the State Historic Preservation Office on 
National Register of Historic Places eligibility recommendations (including traditional 
cultural properties), project effects, and proposed mitigation and measures to 
minimize harm. This consultation has been ongoing and will continue until any 
commitments in a record of decision are completed.
As noted in Table 4-47, which begins on page 4-145 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, 
the Hopi Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the Tohono 
O'odham Nation, the Yavapai-Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe were included in the initial Section 106 consultation in 2003. At that time, 
Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe deferred to the Four Southern tribes in a response 
dated September 10, 2003. Hopi concurred, but did not defer at this time. As more 
information regarding the project was known (and of aboriginal lands), all of the 
tribes with aboriginal lands within the project (including the Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe and the Colorado River Indian Tribes) were consulted in 2005, 2006, 2012, and 
2013. In August 2005, both the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community and 
the Tohono O'odham Nation agreed to be a concurring party to the programmatic 
agreement. A response from Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community dated 
August 14, 2012, cited an existing consultation management agreement in place 
between the Four Southern Tribes and stated that the Four Southern Tribes are in
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(cont.)

consensus that Gila River Indian Community would take the lead in providing 
comments for the project. Since the beginning of the environmental impact statement 
process for the proposed freeway, the Federal Highway Administration and Arizona 
Department of Transportation have been carrying out cultural resources studies and 
engaging in an ongoing, open dialogue with the Gila River Indian Community, its 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer and Cultural Resource Management Program, 
regarding the identification and evaluation of places of religious and cultural 
importance to the tribe that may be adversely affected by the proposed freeway. 
The Gila River Indian Community's own Cultural Resource Management Program 
performed the cultural field investigations and developed recommendations for 
mitigation for project impacts. As a result of these discussions and of studies 
conducted by the Gila River Indian Community's Cultural Resource Management 
Program, the Gila River Indian Community has identified traditional cultural 
properties that are eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places and 
that could be affected by construction of the proposed South Mountain Freeway. 
The traditional cultural properties identified are culturally important to other Native 
American tribes as well.

307 Cultural Resources As noted in Table 4-47, which begins on page 4-145 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, the Ak-Chin Indian Community, the Gila River Indian Community, 
the Hopi Tribe, the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, the Tohono 
O’odham Nation, the Yavapai-Apache Tribe, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe were included in the initial Section 106 consultation in 2003. At that time, 
Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe deferred to the Four Southern tribes in a response 
dated September 10, 2003. Hopi concurred, but did not defer at this time. As more 
information regarding the project was known (and of aboriginal lands), all of the 
tribes with aboriginal lands within the project (including the Yavapai-Prescott Indian 
Tribe and the Colorado River Indian Tribes) were consulted in 2005, 2006, 2012, and 
2013. In August 2005, both the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community and 
the Tohono O’odham Nation agreed to be a concurring party to the programmatic 
agreement. A response from Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community dated 
August 14, 2012, cited an existing consultation management agreement in place 
between the Four Southern Tribes and stated that the Four Southern Tribes are 
in consensus that Gila River Indian Community would take the lead in providing 
comments for the project. Since the beginning of the environmental impact statement 
process for the proposed freeway, the Federal Highway Administration and Arizona 
Department of Transportation have been carrying out cultural resources studies and 
engaging in an ongoing, open dialogue with the Gila River Indian Community, its 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer and Cultural Resource Management Program, 
regarding the identification and evaluation of places of religious and cultural 
importance to the tribe that may be adversely affected by the proposed freeway. 
Such places are referred to as traditional cultural properties. The Gila River Indian 
Community’s own Cultural Resource Management Program performed the cultural 
field investigations and developed recommendations for mitigation for project 
impacts. As a result of these discussions and of studies conducted by the Gila River 
Indian Community’s Cultural Resource Management Program, the Gila River Indian 
Community has identified traditional cultural properties that are eligible for listing in 
the National Register of Historic Places and that could be affected by construction 
of the proposed freeway. In certain cases, listing these properties on the National 
Register of Historic Places may offer them protection under Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act. The traditional cultural properties identified 
are culturally important to other Native American tribes as well and as noted in 
Table 4-47, which begins on page 4-145 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
these tribes were included in Section 106 consultation.


